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EXAMEN CHENSURA: 


OR 


AN ANSWER TO CERTAIN STRICTURES 


BEFORE UNPUBLISHED, 


OUN SAS BOO KENT TE Bed 


HARMONIA APOSTOLICA, 
&c. 


BY GEORGE BULL, 


Peek ow = O Rete EON Gal St Cho Wy RC ri, 


TO WHICH Is ADDED, 


eee sec AP CGe 


FOR 
THE HARMONY AND ITS AUTHOR, 
IN ANSWER TO THE DECLAMATION OF T. TULLY, D.D. 


IN A BOOK LATELY PUBLISHED BY HIM, 


AND ENTITLED 


JUSTIFICATIO PAULINA. 


BY THE SAME. 


OXFORD, 
JOHN HENRY PARKER. 


MDCCCXLITI. 


OXFORD! 
PHINTED BY I, SHRIMPTON, 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


TueE present translations have been made from Dr. Burton’s 

edition of Bishop Bull’s works, and, together with the Indices 
of matter and texts, are entirely new. References to such 
works as have been re-edited since Bishop Bull’s death, are 
enclosed in brackets. For a fuller account of the publication 
of the Examen and Apology, than appears in the Preface, 
the reader is referred to the Life of the Author by Nelson, 
whose elaborate analysis of the controversy is too long for 
insertion. See especially chapters 17, and 41—49. 

The translations being from different hands, will account 


for some slight variations in style, and other unimportant 
points of difference. 


Oxford, January, 1843. 


TO THE READER. 


Ir is now nearly seven years, most gentle reader, since I 
published two Dissertations on the reconcilement of the 
Apostles St. Paul and St. James on the point of justifica- 
tion, under the title of “ Harmonia Apostolica.” About a 
year, if I remember, after the book was published, a copy 
of it was sent to me with remarks written on the margin of 
the book by a divine*, with whom at the time I was totally 
unacquainted; some sheets also were attached at the end, 
which contained Strictures from the same hand. This divine 
‘did not send his remarks direct to me; he had them first sent 
round to certain very reverend Prelates of our Church, to whom 
he sent letters at the same time, complaining with a most 
tragical vehemence (as if Hannibal were at the gates) that I 
had asserted some new and most pernicious doctrines, 
thoroughly opposed to the decrees of the English and all the 
reformed Churches; and he urged the reverend fathers to 
oppose themselves at once with all their authority to so grave 
and so enormous an offence. One of them (the very reverend 
Father and Lord William Nicholson, late Bishop of Glou- 
cester, to whom I had dedicated my Dissertations) at last 
sent me the book covered with marginal notes, together with 
the papers added at the end. 

IT read through the Strictures, and, a few months after, 
wrote (at spare hours, and as other business would allow) an 
answer to them, (which I now publish,) for the inspection of 
the reverend Prelate before mentioned, and others to whom he 
might think fit to shew it. I wrote them, as usual at first, in 
haste, and in characters that I could afterwards scarcely read 
myself without the aid of memory, and I could not immedi- 
ately bring myself to undertake the task of copying them 
more legibly, (no sort of work is so wearisome to me,) espe- 

a [Charles Gataker. Vid. Life, p. 91.] 
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cially as the reverend Bishop by no means urged it, often 
saying that he did not think much of the Strictures, and I 
was at the time engaged in other studies. Not long after, that 
holy Prelate, my beloved patron and protector, departed this 
life for the home of the blessed, after whose death I gave up 
all thoughts of copying out my papers, still less did I think 
of publishing them. 

However, a year ago and more, a book came out by the 
reverend Thomesj Tully, D.D., with the title “ Justificatio 
Paulina,” directed expressly against me; and on some of 
my friends, pious and learned men, repeatedly urging me 
to publish some answer to it, I began at length to think 
afresh of copying out and finishing the neglected papers. I 
found, in fact, that if you take away from the Doctor’s book 
the declamatory part, together with a short Dissertation 
annexed on St. Paul’s meaning in his seventh chapter to the 
Romans, there would be scarce any thing left that had not 
been already answered in the Examination of the Strictures: 
so I thought it better to put forth the Examen first, then to 
subjoin an Apology in answer to the declamation of the 
reverend gentleman, comprising an answer at the same time 
to the annexed Dissertation. That the Apology did not 
appear for so long, nor until after the death of Dr. Tully, 
against whom it is put forth, was owing partly to my long 
doubting whether I should give an answer at all, partly to 
the tediousness of copying out the Examen, which I thought 
it best to prefix, and partly and principally to the waste of 
time by the printers in bringing out the Examen. In truth, I 
had little pleasure in combating with the dead, still less in 
triumphing over their ashes; a species of barbarity one most 
shrinks from. Accordingly, as soon as I heard of the death 
of the reverend gentleman, unwilling to be severe on the 
departed, I erased many personal remarks against him, 
(though they were true, and to some of my friends seemed 
absolutely necessary, yet) I had them erased from the sheets 
of the Apology which were not yet printed: more I would 
gladly have erased, could it have been done without injury 
(not to myself, but) to truth. That sentence of Basil, Epist. 

[Vol. iii. 63. to the Neocesarienses, was before me: “We must answer 
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diction, but that we may hinder a road being paved for false- 
hood, and extricate those who have been deceived from harm- 
ful error.” 

I must not omit to say that the Appendix to the Exami- 
nation of Stricture XVII, was written lately, or rather 
copied from other papers of mine, and inserted there to 
answer the objections of Mr. Truman, who published a book 
against me, in English, entitled, “An Attempt to correct some 
Opinions that are gaining ground contrary to the Doctrine of 
the Church of England.” Whoever will take the trouble to 
read attentively the Appendix, together with my answers to 
Strictures X VILI—XXIITI, and compare them with Mr. Tru- 
man’s book, will, unless Iam much mistaken, see clearly that 
the grounds of his book are thoroughly disproved. If, how- 
ever, I am given to understand that pious and learned men de- 
mand a fuller refutation of his objections, I have one ready, 
and will presently lay it before them. 

As to the bulk to which my defence hath grown, I regret 
it, but knew not how to avoid the inconvenience, for from the 
number of objections which my opponents strongly urged 
against the truth which I am defending, I must either have 
observed a total silence, or said not a little in return: however, 
of the points which I answer, if there are any which the more 
learned of my readers think comparatively of little moment, 
and consequently scarcely worth refuting, they may pass 
them by altogether, while I would wish them to remember 
that no small portion of my readers will perchance be those 
to whom the smallest points may create great difficulty, and 
their difficulties I would regard at the expense of my estima- 
tion with readers of more fastidious nicety. 

While this volume was in the press the Animadversions of 
Mr. John Tombes of Bewdley, against the Harmony, appeared: 
a work, in which the self-confidence of the author seems so 
much to vie with his ignorance, that it is difficult to say which 
is the greater. He, however, need not fear “the horns and 
stamping of the Bull®,’ (such is his wit, which foreigners 
will scarcely understand, Englishmen will smile at,) since the 
Bull has long since learnt to despise all such barking animals. 
But to be serious on a serious subject, I cannot but pity a 

bP. Sl. end p./226: 


x TO THE READER. 


man, who, while he is so unfortunately curious in other 
people’s business, has neglected, so many years, though often 
refuted by learned men, to review and retract what he has 
written so wantonly against the practice of infant baptism, 
every where received in the Catholic Church. I do from my 
heart pray that he may at length look to his own case, and 
seriously reflect how greatly he has promoted by his writings 
the wicked schism and heresy of the Anabaptist party m 
England, and repent timely and worthily of so grievous a sin. 

I have only now to ask thee, benevolent reader, in reading 
and deciding on these writings, to lay aside prejudice and 
party feeling, and to exercise the candour that befits a 
Christian. Farewell. 
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E LAME CEN SURE. 


PREFACE OF THE CENSURER. 


THE specious title of this book filled me with desire to pro- PREF. 
cure it ; the desire and hope of finding the truth urged me, as 
soon as [ had procured it, eagerly to devour it. But at the 
first opening of its pages I was displeased with what met my 
sight ; scarcely did I believe my own eyes. I was determined 
at once to examine the whole accurately. The newness of the 
doctrine itself took me by surprise; but the bold opposition 
to the Apostle, worked up with such a mass of argument, 
astounded me. I could not help noting, as I read the Dis- 
sertations from beginning to end, what appeared at variance 
with Scripture and reason guided by its ight. With your 
leave, most learned Sir, I will speak my mind freely; and 
these Strictures, my brother, I humbly submit to your con- 
sideration, and the judgment of my superiors, 


ANSWER TO THE PREFACE. 


§ 1. It was not for you, my Censurer, to reproach me with 
the specious title of my book, when you have lately published 
a little tract on the same subject (few certainly are its pages, 
and narrow enough its limits, so small that scarcely have you 
room to touch on all the chief difficulties of the question, far 
less to explain them as the subject deserves) which you have 
embellished with nearly the same title. Which of us has 
played upon the reader with a specious title, I would willingly 
refer to an impartial judge. 

§ 2. I cannot but wonder what caused you at the first outset 
of your Strictures to make so much noise about a harmless 
writing. At the first opening of its pages you say you found 
something that displeased you; you scarcely believed your 


own eyes: when you had read the book through attentively, 
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you were astounded. Heavens! what have I done? what 
have I taught? what monstrosity does the book bear with 
it? The aim, the object of the book, was to shew that good 
works proceeding from and in union with faith, are a con- 
dition (for I would not dare, with you, to speak at all more 
highly of any virtue of ours—you who attribute to faith in 
the work of justification an efficient causality) necessary to be 
fulfilled in order that a man may be justified by the Gospel 
covenant, procured and established by the Blood of Christ 
his Mediator. This, I contend, is the doctrine of St. James, 
and I maintain that St. Paul doth no where contradict it. 
Everywhere do I so openly renounce any merit in our works, 
that I scarcely acknowledge him to be a Christian, who con- 
tends for merit properly so called. In the work of justification 
and salvation I most willingly attribute every principal effect 
to the meritorious obedience of Jesus Christ, which was com- 
pleted by His death. This alone hath satisfied Divine Justice. 
This alone hath rendered the most holy, most just God pro- 
pitious to us sinners. This only hath been the cause that 
God on this best and most favourable condition hath pro- 
mised us salvation, and that in heaven and for ever, which 
by no other means could we have obtained. Lastly, I have 
ever taught, that without the effectual grace and aid of the 
Holy Spirit, flowing from the side of our crucified Saviour, 
no man can perform this condition of the Gospel covenant. 
No anathema do I think can be too hard upon the heresy of 
Pelagius. But what mean you, when I recur to the praises 
of God’s assisting grace in St. Paul’s teaching, till I almost 
weary you? who would have expected, that for such teaching, 
I should have been thus shamefully handled, by a Christian, 
by a Catholic? who would call a man for so thinking, “ most 
shameless, mad, impious, blasphemer,” which are the titles 
you every where bestow upon me? Surely, no sober-minded 
man will deny, that in this question of justification, the main 
part of my teaching, at least, is Catholic; but if I have erred 
in any of the appendages or consequences, (so to speak,)— 
(which, however, you have not yet proved)—those who feel 
themselves to be but men, and are not insensible to human 
infirmities, will, I am sure, forgive me. 

§ 3. But I now answer the charge of novelty in doctrine 
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which you allege against me, not only in the Preface, but PREF. 
repeatedly throughout your Strictures. I have no hesitation — 
in appealing to those who are lovers of antiquity, who alone 
can be fair judges of what is old, what new doctrine, whether 
there is aught in the book that you have set yourself to tear 
piecemeal with accusations, that is at variance with the doc- 
trines of the ancient Catholic Church, whose judgment and 
consent we are bound by an express canon of our English 
Church? scrupulously to follow in the interpretation of 
Scripture, and the deduction from thence of doctrines. But 
all is strange and new to you which agrees not with the 
arbitrary definitions of the systematizers, from whose stores 
you seem to have derived all your theology. Hence the 
wholesome doctrines of the ancients you reject and throw 
from you as new, while you embrace new doctrines as old. 
Would that you would learn from the advice of John Fell, 
that most pious and learned doctor, and one of the chief 
ornaments of the University of Oxford; who at the end of 
the Preface to his edition of Clemens Romanus seriously 
exhorts students of Theology “to keep far—(if, mdeed, the 
saying, id verum quod primum, ‘ what was first is true,’ is 
worthy the credit and estimation of an oracle)—to keep far 
away from the sluggish and muddy pools of those who would 
be called ‘ modern Divines,’ and seek the everlasting and clear 
fountains, holy and full of grace, beyond the credit of gentile 
theology.” The holy man continues: “ One may, indeed, 
expect innovators to follow novelties; but they who love the 
untainted doctrines of the primitive Church will not as soon 
give ear to writers of a later age. For, by this most certain 
sign, and by this most characteristic mark, will they prove 
themselves the Church’s genuine sons, in that they look up 
with a singular reverence to her most holy Fathers.” But 
why do I confine myself to the ancients? I appeal also to 
our later Divines. How many names can I recount, ‘ shining 
lights’ in this our English land, who, before me, fearlessly 
and without charge of heterodoxy have handed down in their 
writings the doctrine you impugn, and have openly defended 
it, against the cries and barkings only of innovators and 
schismatics? Take heed you drive me not to recount them, 
® Collect. Canon. Can. Elizab. de Concionator. p. 19, 
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PREF. which I fancy you would be little pleased with, and reflect at 
length, how many and how great men you scathe in attack- 
ing me. 

§ 4. Most ridiculous certainly is your charge as to my bold 
contradiction of St. Paul. For I do not contradict him 
more than St. James himself, that is, not at all. I grant 
that I have endeavoured (and God knows with the best 
intention) to reconcile the apparent discrepancy, and that 
one of greatest moment, in the two Apostles’ writings; and 
if in my endeavour to do this I shall have met with the 
entire disapprobation of learned and pious men, (which many 
things prevent me from believing, though you so often 
assert it,) I am not the first, as you are aware, who have 
failed in the attempt. I am glad, however, that whatever in 
my Dissertations seems to you to disagree with the Scriptures 
and reason, you noted in the course of reading; for hence I 
may fairly conclude that nothing remains, after Aristarchus’ 
judgment, that is opposed to Scripture or reason. Certainly, 
the objections you bring forward in your animadyersions 
either miss the point altogether, or are supported by the most 
trifling or no arguments at all. Not to mention the number 
of paragraphs, and even entire chapters, in the Dissertations, 
in which the whole force and strength of my argument les, 
which you either pass by in the most profound silence, or 
touch upon as slightly as possible. That these things are 
not bravado, but truth, they know who have compared my 
Dissertations with your Animadversions on the same. 

§5. You have full permission then, my Censurer, to use your 
plainness of speech, and say freely what you think, though, 
as becomes an honest man and a gentleman, without abuse 
and slander, from which, if you had abstaimed in writing, 
you would have more nearly (even in the judgment of your 
own conscience) performed the duty, which you profess, of 
brotherly love. To your Strictures, however, which you have 
put before me for my consideration, I have paid serious 
attention ; and I find nothing noted by you in your animad- 
versions that I need regret having said. However, you must 
not expect me in my answer to follow you step for step; I : 
would not so abuse the patience of my reader, or lay out good 
hours so badly. For how many of your censures are but 
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mere calumnies! how many bare assertions do they contain 
without any proof! how frequently is the reader wearied out 
with the tiresome repetition of the same things! and, there- 
fore, whatever is to the pomt in any way, and that only, 
have I brought once for all under examination. Lastly, 
whatever I may have written, either in this or other books, 
most humbly and most willingly do I submit it to the judg- 
ment of our holy mother the English Church; her to whom 
I have hitherto devoted myself in all filial obedience, and to 
whom, while I live, by God’s help I will devote myself. 


STRICTURE I. 
ON INTRODUCTION. 


In the introduction of my book, the method I proposed to 
myself, of treating the subject which I had undertaken to 
explain, as most convenient, was this :—Ist. Taking the con- 
clusion of the second chapter of St. James, briefly to explain 
its meaning, and then support the truth of it by some argu- 
ments. 2ndly. To take St. Paul’s Epistles, and shew clearly 
that he agrees with St. James on the subject of justification. 


PREF. 


Here, at the margin of the book, you write as follows: “I> 


do not see the reason of this method. It is unfair that one 
passage of St. James should be made the measure of the 
many lengthened discussions on which St. Paul has entered, 
in which he uses various, and those powerful arguments, to 
shew that a sinner is justified by faith without works, opposing 
faith to works in the obtaining of justification. It is unfair 
that that text should be held up as a light and a torch to the 
writings of St. Paul, as though to shew light upon what was 
more obscure. Tertullian says, ‘Things which are rare ought 
to be explained by things of oftener occurrence.’ ” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE I. 


§ 1. In the opening of your attack you give me evidence 
enough, my Censurer, how unfair an adversary you are likely to 
prove in the course of the conflict; you object even to my very 
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sTRIc. plan of proceeding. How unreasonable is this lust for objec- 
a” _ tion'Isfor if 1 rightly and fairly explain the teaching of the two 
Apostles, what have you to complain of in my plan? What 
matters it, whether I begin my Dissertations with St. James 
or St. Paul, provided I do no wrong to either? But you say, 
“Tt is unfair that one passage of St. James should be made 
the measure of the many lengthened discussions on which 
St. Paul has entered.” Be it so. What matters it, if I first, 
by many and clear arguments drawn from Scripture, esta- 
blish the conclusion of St. James, and then passing on to 
St. Paul, shew his agreement with St. James, by solid 
arguments drawn (if I may so speak) from the very heart of 
his Epistles. I confess, indeed, that I think that St. Paul’s 
meaning may be clearly enough drawn from the single dis- 
Harm. course of St. James in his second chapter; and it was on 
awe this account that in another part of my writings I said it 
BP! was far more reasonable in this controversy to interpret 
St. Paul from St. James, than St. James from St. Paul. I 
see, indeed, that you are greatly offended with this; you 
ought, however, to have attended to the grounds on which I 
support my opinion; and these I have determined to repeat 
here for the sake of the reader, and vindicate them from your 
. cavils. 

§ 2. My first argument then is, that St. James’s discourse is 
clear and perspicuous, and his words so express, that he who 
doubts their meaning may be deservedly said to be seeking 
difficulties where there are none; on the other hand, the 
argument of St. Paul is obscure, involved and intricate. In 
the interpretation of Scripture it is a well known rule, that 
the obscurer passages must be explained by the clearer. 
Here, either from ignorance or spitefulness, you carp at what 
I said about the perspicuity of St. James, asking, “ Had all 
the learned and pious men, who have doubted of the meaning 
of St. James’s words, nothing else to do but look for diffi- 
culties, where there were none?” I answer: that the reason 
that those pious and learned men doubted of the meaning of 
St. James’s words was a preconceived opinion about justifi- 
cation by faith only, as a single virtue, which they had drawn 
from a misunderstanding of St. Paul’s words, (it being no 
difficult thing, from the obscurity of his writings, to mistake 
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that Apostle’s meaning, unless the drift of his argument be STRIC. 
carefully attended to). In order to maintain this opinion, 
and at the same time to reconcile the two Apostles, there was 
no stone they did not turn: and convinced that they had hit 
the meaning of St. Paul’s argument, they laboured by every 
invention to do away the seeming opposition of St. James. 
Now, barring the unpopularity which great names cast 
‘upon a truth otherwise most evident, I appeal to the con- 
science of any pious and learned reader, who is free from 
prejudice, whether St. James’s language be not clear, perspi- 
cuous and express? Certainly, in the Apostle’s conclusion, 
that “a man is justified by works, and not by faith only,” 
there is not a word, not a term, (to use the barbarous lan- 
guage of the schoolmen), the meaning of which is not most 
evident from the context in the Apostle’s discourse. Do you 
ask of what justification St. James speaks? It is plain that 
he is not speaking of the declaration only of a man’s right- 
eousness before men, but of his justification also in the sight 
of God. For he speaks plainly of that justification by which 
aman is made “ the friend of God,” (ver. 28,) and by which 
righteousness is imputed to him by God, (in the same verse,) 
and lastly, by which a right to salvation is given him, (ver. 14). 
Have you any doubt of what faith the Apostle is speaking? vid Harm. 
He means true faith, perfect of its kind, such as was Abra- Post Be 
ham/’s, (vv. 21, 22); and he says, that according to the Gospel P- 45 46. 
covenant it is not sufficient without works for our obtaining 

that justification. Of what works St. James is to be under- 

stood, there can be no question ; he speaks expressly of works 
proceeding from faith and the grace of the Gospel, or works 
co-operating with faith and perfecting it, (ver. 22); and thus I 

have with reason affirmed that St. James’s language is clear 

and perspicuous: and this is plainly confessed by those of 

our opponents who (with bold and impious presumption) 
ventured to thrust out St. James’s Epistle from the canon of 
Scripture. Why did they do so? Because, not weighing 

the arguments of St. Paul with the care that they require, 

they were led to think that a man is justified by faith alone ; 
meaning by that expression the single virtue of faith, as 
distinct from the other virtues of the Gospel. Fully aware 

that St. James’s reasoning was diametrically opposed to this 
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their rashly conceived opinion, and seeing that his doctrine 
could by no ingenuity be reconciled with the opinion they 
had formed: unable to untie this Gordian knot, as it seemed 
to them, they assayed to cut it, by callimg m question or 
openly rejecting the authority of that Epistle which bears 
the name of St. James, as I have observed in the Intro- 
duction of my book. Thus much, then, of St. James’s per- 
spicuity. 

§ 3. With my remarks as to St. Paul’s obscurity you are 
well nigh driven to madness. Thus you write at p. 57 of my 
book : “ It is impiety to try to prove St. Paul to be obscure, 
and to raise and spread clouds, because you must have them. 
This Dissertation is but too like the smoke which arose out 
of ‘the bottomless pit, and darkened the sun and the 
air.” Who does not rather here perceive you breathing out 
the smoke of your anger and indignation, (look you to it 
from what pit it has arisen)—but stay! beware, lest while 
you are falsely accusing me of impiety, you convict yourself 
of real impiety. If he must be an impious man who has 
called St. Paul’s discourse obscure, then were Origen, Basil 
the Great, Gregory of Nazianzus, Chrysostom, Jerome, 
Augustine, and very many other most illustrious doctors in 
the ancient Church, all impious men ; for they hesitated not 
to say the very same thing. <A passage of Origen is quoted 
in which he remarks that “ some parts of the Scriptures 
seem not to have regular composition and consequence, nor to 
follow one from the other, and this is most observable in the 
prophetical and apostolical writings, and among the latter in 
the Epistle to the Romans especially’ in which he says, 
“what is said of the law is said in different ways, and in re- 
Serence to different points ; so that it seems as though St. Paul 
in that Epistle did not attain the object he proposed to himself.” 
This saying of Origen’s has been approved by the holy Fathers 
Basil the Great and Gregory Nazianzen, inasmuch as they 
made the collection of passages from Origen, called the Philo- 
calia, “ being selections of use to the studious,” as Gregory 
himself says in his Epistle to Theodoret bishop of Tyana. 
Chrysostom on the seventh chapter to the Romans, says, 
“You see unless we trace his words with the care and caution 
they require, and keep our eye on the drift of the Apostle, ten 
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thousand absurdities will ensue.” St. Jerome in his reply stric. 
to the eighth question of Algasias, which comes out of the —“-— 
same chapter, says in round terms, “The whole of this passage Pelt 
of the Apostle, both in what precedes and in what follows, nay p». aoe i 
the whole of his Epistle to the Romans, is involved in extreme 
obscurities : and if I wished to explain every thing, I should 
have to write not one book, but a number of large volumes.” 
And the like of this you may find constantly in the same 
answer to the questions of Algasias. Lastly, this obscurity 
deterred even St. Augustine from finishing the exposition of Lib. i. 
the Epistle to the Romans which he had begun, as he himself enact 
bears witness. 

§ 4. Farther, if it be an impious proceeding to say that St. 
Paul’s Epistles are obscure, (I shudder at stating the blas- 
phemy,) it was an impious proceeding in the Apostle St. 
Peter, who says plainly that there are “some things hard to 2 Pet. 
be understood” in those Epistles. That St. Peter refers here * '™ 
principally to St. Paul’s argument on justification by faith, 
as opposed to the works of the Law, has been the judgment 
of most learned men; and very satisfactory grounds for this 
opinion I have given in II. Diss. iv. 2. p. 57. To those 
remarks may be added the following. The best interpre- 
ters agree that the Epistle which is called the second of 
St. Peter was written against certain impious heretics of 
that age, who came out of the school of Simon Magus ; 
and this is sufficiently evident from the number of marks 
and hints that discover themselves in the Epistle. Now 
every one is aware that among other doctrines horrifying 
to Christian ears which the followers of Simon contended 
for, was this heretical doctrine, that good works are in no 
way necessary for a man’s justification or salvation. On this 
point I will put before you two very remarkable passages of 
Trenzus. One, where recounting Simon’s impious heresies Lib.i.c.20, 
he says that that first-born of the devil taught that “ they a 99.) 
who trusted in him and his Helena, were free to do as they 
pleased: for that men were saved according to her favour, not 
by works of righteousness ;” whence by the way you will 
observe that they who taught that men were justified or saved 
(for there certainly was no difference acknowledged between 
the two terms, at least by the ancients) otherwise than by 
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good works were held in the primitive Church to be heretics. 
The second passage is where he thus describes Valentinus’ 
opinion on man’s justification: (Valentinus was one who 
merely gave a new dress to the Simonian heresy). “ Carnal 
men have carnal training, and by means of works and mere 
faith they are strengthened, but have not perfect knowledge : 
and such they say are we who are of the Church; and hence 
it is they declare good works are necessary for us, since 
otherwise we cannot be saved; but they teach that they 
will be entirely and without doubt saved, not by means of 
works, but because they are spiritual by nature.” In these 
words of Irenzeus every thing is plain, except one doubt of 
the meaning of the words “by mere faith :” but the difficulty 
is easily got rid of; for “mere faith” is not opposed to works, 
(for the Valentinians derided the Catholics for saying they 
were strengthened by this faith in conjunction with works,) 
but to “perfect knowledge,” to which those most shame- 
less heretics pretended. They boasted (as is plain from the 
words just preceding the quotation in Ireneeus) that they were 
already perfected, and that not by a slender faith, but by an 
immediate and certain knowledge they had attained to all the 
Divine mysteries. However, it is evident from this passage 
that Christians of that age, who adhered to the doctrines of 
the Church, held that a man was strengthened not by faith 
only, but by works and faith together: (what Catholics 
understood by these words a thoughtful reader will readily 
guess:) that heretics on the contrary taught that a man 
could be justified and saved if not by a bare faith, without 
doubt by a perfect knowledge without good works. No one 
can doubt that the defence for this heresy of theirs was 
sought from the discourses of St. Paul; particularly as in 
other cases, without any colour of pretence, as is evident 
from Irenzus, they brought forward the testimony of St. Paul 
to support their ravings. If this were so, no one will doubt 
that St. Peter referred primarily to these men, when he 
said that there were some things hard to be understood in 
St. Paul’s Epistles, “which men that were unlearned and 
unstable did wrest to their own destruction.” 

§ 5. From all these things it is most evident that it is not 
an impious proceeding to attribute obscurity to St. Paul, 


Causes of St. Paul’s obscurity. or 


especially in the arguments he has entered into on the sub- STRIC. 
ject of justification. But to be brief: some causes of this 
obscurity have been stated by very learned interpreters. 
The first is the frequent abruptness in St. Paul’s style, 
frequent parentheses, not so much flowing on in a pre- 
meditated order, as borne on by a sort of divine impulse. 
Thus Irenezeus of old observed; “that the Apostle introduces iii. 7. 
many hyperbata, on account of the rapidity of his style, and 
the impetuousness of the spirit which is in him, is discoverable 
from many things.” The second cause is, that opinions of 
the Hebrew doctors, ancient and modern, are rather referred 
to, as being well known among those to whom he was 
writing, than fully given out. To which may be added, that 
he does not unravel the objections of Jews, which he was 
answering, but strikes through them with a blow—as known 
to those to whom he was writing. Many other causes of 
obscurity might be added, had I room for them. As you, 
however, have better eyes than all other men, and think 
you see so clearly through St. Paul’s discourses, allow me 
to address you in the words of Origen to Celsus. “ First Lib. iii. 
make plain St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, and having pire 
carefully considered the meaning of each expression therein, ©"? 
shew that you understand his words.” When you have done 
this, all learned men, I think, will willingly concede you the 
palm among the interpreters of Holy Scripture. And so 
much for our first argument, in which it is proved clearly 
that it is more reasonable to interpret St. Paul from St. 
James, than St. James from St. Paul. 
§ 6. My next argument, by which I aimed at establishing 
the same, is drawn from tradition and the opinion of the 
ancients; they thought that St. James’s Epistle (where he 
speaks of justification) was written expressly against men 
who had misinterpreted St. Paul’s Epistles, and asserted 
that faith alone without good works was sufficient for a 
man’s justification or salvation. The truth of this tradition, 
indeed, is sufficiently attested and evidenced by the fact, 
apart from the authority of the ancients. Otherwise, I ask, 
whence could that error of justification by faith, as a single 
virtue, without works, have arisen among the Christians 
against whom St. James argues, except from the misunder- 
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standing of St. Paul’s arguments? You could not even 
imagine a more probable origin of the error. Nothing how- 
ever can be fairer, nothing better, than to interpret St. Paul's 
Epistles by comparison with a discourse of St. James, which 
he wrote with the design of putting an end to false interpre- 
tations of the same Epistles. Here you surely have nothing 
to object to in the argument itself. Only because I said, 
“what adds a farther degree of probability is, that St. James 
uses the same example of Abraham to prove ‘works are neces- 
sary for justification,’ from which St. Paul deduces that ‘man 
is justified by faith without works’”—in reference to these 
words, I say, you address me thus; “ What do you mean ? 
do you think that St. James wrote with the intention of 
contradicting St. Paul? to what purpose do you raise this 
suspicion?” But, Sir, in return, let me ask what do you 
mean by promising your reader censures on my book, and 
then setting before him this trifling, this sheer riff-raff? 
Tell me, do you really seriously think that by those 
words I meant that St. James wrote with the intention 
of contradicting St. Paul? that J meant this, I who wrote 
the whole of my second Dissertation, not a short one, with 
a design of shewing that in the controversy of justifica- 
tion neither St. James contradicted St. Paul nor St. Paul 
St- James one whit? I who have shewn that the example of 
Abraham was rightly and appositely brought forward by both 
the Apostles? Consider again my words, where, after much 
said in exposition of St. Paul’s discourse on Abraham in 
Romans, chapter the fourth, among other things I subjoin the 
following conclusion: “In addition to this, the agreement of 
St. Paul with St. James is clearly seen from this, namely, that 
from the same example of Abraham, the former concludes ‘a 
man to be justified without works,’ the latter ‘by works: for 
St. Paul speaks of Abraham ‘ according to the flesh,’ such as 
he was before the call; St. James, when blessed by grace and 
the Divine call. The former denies justification to his works 
done before faith, while the latter attributes it to works pro- 
ceeding from faith. Here, then, is no contradiction between 
the Apostles.” 

Think again over these words, and be ashamed that such 
a remark, shall I call it so futile or so malicious, should have 
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fallen from your pen. I will only add that my observation stric. 
which you object to is borrowed from St. Augustine, who —"—— 
thus speaks: “Since the Apostle Paul, saying that a man is Lib. de 83 


justified by faith without works, has been misunderstood by eae 


men, who were led to suppose that if they once believed in ‘6 Ss 
Christ, although they still did evil and lived mm iniquity and 
lewdness, they could be saved through faith: this passage of 
this Epistle (meaning St. James chapter the second) explains 
the meaning of St. Paul and shews how it is to be understood, 
and it is on this account that he rather chooses the example of 
Abraham, saving that ‘faith which worketh not righteousness 
is vain,’ as St. Paul had used the same example of Abraham 
to prove that ‘a man is justified by faith without the works of 
the law.’”? The rest that St. Augustine says is well worth 
reading. 

§ 7. And these were the arguments by which I thought it 
sufficiently proved that it was more agreeable to reason to 
interpret St. Paul from St. James, than St. James from 
St. Paul. But to all these arguments you oppose the well 
known rule of Tertullian, that things which are rare ought 
_ to be explained by things of oftener occurrence, and you re- 
mind me again of the same rule in your remarks on chap. iv. 
of second Dissertation, p. 57. Under this rule you seem to 
assume that there is one passage only of St. James, and 
that confined within a very few verses; whereas St. Paul’s 
discussions on the same argument are both many and 
lengthened, and hence you would draw your conclusion, in 
opposition to mine, that therefore it is more reasonable to 
interpret St. James from St. Paul, than St. Paul from St. 
James. But here you impose a gross fallacy upon yourself 
and your reader, and mistake much in your calculations, for 
the passage of St. James, which you call single, stands sup- 
ported, so to speak, by the whole army of the Scriptures : to 
wit, that there is need not of faith only, but of repentance 
also, (which includes the whole duty, as prescribed in the 
Gospel, of a sinner returning to God,) that a sinner may be 
accounted and dealt with as righteous through the sacrifice of 
the Mediator, with the remission of all his sins, and the 
bestowal of the right to salvation and eternal life, (which 
only is the doctrine of St. James,) the writings both of the 
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Old and New Testament openly and constantly declare. This 
is what I remarked in the Harmony, at the beginning of the 
argument, where I endeavoured to establish St. James’s state- 
ment by other testimonies from Scripture. My words are 
as follows: “ For it is not to be supposed that St. James hath 
advanced any paradox or opinion peculiar to himself. What 
he says are the words of the Holy Spirit, which are every 
where consistent. The Prophets, the Apostles, Christ Him- 
self, all give the same evidence. This doctrine occupies 
almost every page of Holy Scripture; and I will venture to 
say that scarce any other can be produced out of those holy 
volumes which is so distinctly laid down or so often taught.” 
What if St. Paul himself constantly and clearly asserts and 
defends the same doctrine, and that in the very Dissertations 
out of which you and many others endeavour to build up the 
contrary, as I have shewn largely and plaimly? All your 
boasting of the many and long dissertations of St. Paul to 
the contrary is just nothing. That the sober and truth- 
loving reader may convince himself of this, I wish him to 
weigh attentively these two poimts: First, that a man is 
justified by faith without works, is taught m so many terms 
by no inspired writer but St. Paul: to be convinced of the 
truth of this remark, the reader need only consult a Concord- 
ance, when his own eyes will assure him of the fact. Secondly, 
that a man is justified by faith without works, is no where 
taught, even by St. Paul, except in the way of controversy 
and in the dispute in which he was engaged against the 
enemies of the Gospel, who contended that a man was justi- 
fied otherwise than by the Gospel covenant, or at least not by 
that alone ; viz., in his Epistles to the Churches of Rome and 
Galatia, where he is speaking too to Jews, and trying to 
drive them from their trust in the Mosaic covenant. The 
truth of this remark also, may be shewn by the means which 
I pomted out above. To this observation I would add, as 
consequent on it, that St. Paul does not oppose faith to the 
other virtues of the Gospel, (nothing would be farther from 
his purpose,) but by the word faith he means the whole 
condition of the Gospel covenant, opposed to those grounds 
and conditions by which his adversaries taught that man is 
justified whether without the performance of the Gospel 
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covenant, or in connection with it. But this is by the way; srrRic. 
we have explained it fully in the Harmony, and we will repeat ——: 
it again inthis Examen in a more convenient place. Mean- 
while, from these two observations compared with those which 

we mentioned on the constant tenor of Scripture, it is most 
evident that Tertullian’s rule, that “the fewer passages of 
Scripture ought to be explained by those of more frequent 
occurrence,” makes for our side; and hence it would neces- 
sarily follow, (if other arguments were wanting,) that it is 
more reasonable to interpret St. Paul from St. James, than 

St. James from St. Paul: q. e. d. 


STRICTURE II. 


ON I. DISS. i. & p. 7. 


Here in the exposition of the remarkable passage, Acts 
13. 38, 39, you carp at my explaining ‘believers in Christ’ by 
‘those endowed with a perfected faith.’ Your words run thus: 
“TY most willingly fall in with this explanation of St. Paul’s 
meaning, but do not like the phrase ‘ perfected faith.’ After- fides for- 
wards, speaking with the schoolmen who treated the work of rai 
justification confusedly, and shamefully corrupted the Gospel 
doctrine, you assert that faith is perfected by love: neither 
logically nor theologically. Faith is, in the judgment of the 
Apostle, distinct from love. Love is no more the form of 
faith than of hope, or the fear of God, or repentance.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE II. 


You go on as you began. You here again betray your 
miserable habit of objecting, even going out of your way to 
pull to pieces a most innocent expression. The phrase, how- 
ever, ‘perfected faith, which suits not your taste, was not dis- 
approved by the worthy Bucer, the chief divine among the 
first reformers. He commended to others the phrase ‘we are fide 
justified by perfected faith’ as at once agreeable to truth, and ace 
most fitted to preserve peace: and rebuked those Protest-"™™ 


ants who in this question were offended with the truth, as 
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STRIC. we observed in II. Diss. ii. 8. p. 53, where also I firmly esta- 

—"_ plished this phrase from the very words of St. James. I 
here repeat them, because as usual you pass them over in 
silence, thinking you have done enough, if you croak your 
usual (non placet) “it does not please me,” though against 
ever so great authority and plain reason. But listen—if you 
cannot bear the phrase ‘perfected faith,’ why do you so often 
use in your own remarks the phrase ‘living faith,’ for between 
these phrases there is little or no difference. It is childish 
(to say no worse) to object to a phrase used by another, 
while you are constantly yourself using a phrase very similar, 
and which comes to exactly the same thing. 

§ 2. What most of all seems to have displeased you, is 
fidem that J afterwards assert that ‘faith is perfected by love.’ Now 
Sollee a truce to all skirmishings—allow me to put this question 
rae before you, to be deliberately and freely discussed, Whether 

love is rightly said to be the form” of justifying faith? I say 
it is, you deny it. ‘To understand, however, the state of the 
question, we must first of all observe that love is not said to 
be the ‘form’ of ‘faith,’ as though it had any thing to do with 
its ‘essence, or properly speaking, formed it, since one habit of 
the soul is not the subject of another, but because an act of 
faith is so far perfected and formed through love, as to be 
accepted by God according to the Gospel covenant, and be 
available for man’s justification and salvation. I had re- 
marked this in I. Diss. iv. 5. p. 25. “Ido not at all doubt 
but that love may be rightly called the form of justifying 
faith ; I say expressly of justifying faith, because it is allowed 
that faith considered by itself has its own form; but that 
faith which and as far as it justifies, must necessarily be ren- 
dered complete by true love.” It is useless then to remind 
us that faith by the Apostle’s decision is a virtue distinct 
from love, as though any man in his senses had ever denied 
that.- But as regards myself you know what I think: viz., 
that faith and love are virtues distinct even in the subject, so 
that you may find faith, and that perfect in its kind, in. a 
man who has no love. Still, if any man in the above sense 
said that ‘love was the form of faith,’ or that ‘faith was in- 
formed by love,’ he would speak quite logically, as well as 


> i, e. that which makes it what it is—Ep. 
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theologically—logically, because as the form is the cause by STRIC. 

which a thing is what it is, so justifying faith becomes justi- ——— 

fying through love, according to the Gospel covenant ; other- 

wise according to that covenant it would justify no man, nor 

would he talk un-theologically or inconformably with Scrip- 

ture; for what else does St. Paul say in the well known passage 

in Gal. 5. 6, “in Christ Jesus, neither circumcision availeth éaaa 

any thing, nor uncircumcision, but faith which worketh (or Eric ; 

is actuated or wrought) by love.” evepryou- 
§ 3. I have often quoted the passage in my Dissertations, “”” 

but I may perhaps be allowed nevertheless to throw some 

fresh and fuller light upon it. The participle évepyoupévn, 

though it is of the middle voice, I said must be here taken I. i iv. 

in a oe sense, and consequently micris dv aydmns évep- se ae 

youuévn must be translated ‘faith which is perfected or 

brought to its effect through love.’ In fact you scarce find 

the word évepyeto@as elsewhere in an active sense, even in 

the classics ; it almost always means what we should trans- 

late in Latin by agi, agitari, exerceri, effici, perfici, or some- 

thing of the sort in a passive sense. Whence those possessed 

by a devil, driven, harassed, and as it were ‘informed,’ (or 

receiving a character,) are called energument. Instances of évepyos- 

the passive signification occur frequently in St. Paul’s Epis-“”"" 

tles. Rom. 7. 5, “the motions of sins, which were by the 

law, did work (évnpyetro, were brought or perfected) in our 

members.” So Tertullian renders the passage, and the de Resur- 

meaning is plain—“The motions of sins, 1. e. the motives, a : 

appetites, and desires to sin, which exist and are roused by 

the law, were exercised and actively completed in our mem- 

bers.” So 2 Cor. 1. 6, “for your consolation and salvation, 

which is effectual in the enduring,’ where the sense does 

not admit an active signification ; whence Chrysostom re- 

marks expressly that St. Paul said not évepyovons, ‘which 

worketh,’ but évepyouyévys, ‘which is worked, (or wrought). 

So 2 Cor. 4. 12, “death évepye?rac in us, but life im you,” 

where I marvel that our interpreters have rendered ‘death 

worketh in us.’ For what is the meaning of the words here ? 

It is evident from the context, that the real meaning of the 

Apostle is the following: By the preaching of the Gospel, 

death is wrought in us, (i. e. we die daily for the Gospel,) 
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while by the same preaching of the Gospel, in you, who have 
no troubles on its account, life is wrought, spiritual and 
eternal. In these passages it is plain that the verb évepyei- 
o8a. cannot be suitably taken in any other than a passive 
sense; and moreover in all the other places, where some have 
thought an active signification absolutely necessary, a passive 
signification suits best. In Eph. 3. 20, cata tiv divayuw Thy 
évepyoupevny év apiv, “according to the power that worketh 
in us,” or ‘is wrought or perfected in us;’ for he is speaking of 
the grace of God that the faithful had already experienced, 
and brings that forward as an argument, on which the 
faithful might rely for security as to the grace of God for 
the future. So Coloss. 1. last verse, cata tiv évépryerav avTov 
TH evepyoupévny €v ewol év Suvapet, “according to His work- 
ing which worketh in me mightily,” or ‘which is wrought 
(or exercised, or perfected) in me in power.’ So 1 Thess. 2. 
13, Adyov Oéov, Os Evepryettar ev vyuly Tots Tiatevovcr, the 
“word of God which effectually worketh also (or ‘which is 
perfected’) in you that believe.” The word of God is then 
said évepyeto au, or to be ‘perfected’ in a man, when it attains 
the end (and effect) appointed to it, viz. the obedience of 
faith. Similarly also 2 Thess. 2. 7, “The mystery of iniquity,” 
non évepyetrat, “doth already work,” or ‘is already being 
wrought,’ or ‘begins to be wrought ;’ so that there is no 
necessity here for the active voice. Lastly, James 5. 16, 
“The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man (évepryov- 
pévn, or the prayer ‘actuated and impelled by a heavenly 
warmth and force’) availeth much.” 

§ 4. And so to return to the passage before us, wlotis Ov 
ayarns évepyoupéevn is ‘faith wrought upon, moved, animated, 
perfected by love,’ and this is no new interpretation. Ter- 
tullian thus quotes the passage, “ faith which is perfected by 
love.” He is supported by the Syriac interpreter, whose 
authority has always been high among the learned. This 
being established, I ask how St. Paul’s phrase, qiotis ov 
ayarns évepyoumevn, differs from the phrase which you so 
much object to, ‘faith perfected by love.’ Surely the differ- 
ence is so slight, that one might pass for a very fair version 
of the other. But we do not rest on the phrase alone; the 
aim and meaning of the passage prove what we are maintain- 


supported from ancient testimony. any 


ing, that faith is perfected and formed (receives its character) sTRIC. 
through love thus far, viz.:—that without love it is of no 
avail or profit to a man’s justification and salvation, which is 
all we mean when we say that faith is ‘ perfected by love,’ charitate 
as I have before told you. But how plain is this from St. cia 
Paul’s words! The old interpreters, Greek as well as Latin, 
remarked on this passage, (and the remark is obvious 
enough,) that as St. Paul restricts the faith in Christ Jesus 
that is of any avail, by adding, ‘ which is perfected by love,’ 
he plainly intimates that there is no faith which, without love 
in Christ Jesus, that is, according to the Gospel covenant, is 
of any avail to a man’s justification and salvation ; but that 
‘faith perfected by love’ (as the great Apostle speaks) is every 
thing in Christianity, or is all that the Gospel demands. 
The famous passage of Ignatius, a disciple of the Apostles, ad Eph.14. 
and a partaker of their mysteries, which I have prefixed to” ' 
my Harmony, would supply the place of a commentary (were 
there need of one) on these words of the Apostle. “Ye miss 
of nothing if ye have perfectly toward Christ Jesus faith and 
love, which are the beginning and end of hfe; faith the 
beginning, love the end. But the two being in union are 
of God, and every thing else toward good living follows them.” 
The meaning of these words, which briefly and clearly ex- 
press the whole of the doctrine which I defend, 1s plain : The | 
beginning of Gospel righteousness is faith: the completion 
of it is love: these two united render a man in Christ Jesus, 
i. e. according to the Gospel covenant, TéNevoy, ‘ perfect,’ i. e. 
accepted by God unto eternal salvation. very thing else, 
which any way appertains to a holy life and the practice of 
good works, necessarily follows and depends upon and flows 
from these. This is taught elsewhere most clearly by the 
same Apostle. “Though I have all faith and have not 1Cor.13.2. 
charity, I am nothing ;” to wit, as the form gives the being 
in natural things, so love gives faith a being in its acceptance 
with God; and accordingly a man, whatever be his faith, if he 
be without love, is as though he existed not as regards justi- 
fication and salvation. We have vindicated the passage from 
some frivolous objections at great length II. Diss. iv. 6. p. 59. 

§ 5. Your last assertion, that love is no more the form of 
‘faith’ than of ‘hope,’ or ‘the fear of God,’ or ‘repentance,’ 

c 2 
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. is, for once, a true one. Doubtless love is the form of all the 


— other virtues in the same way as it is of faith; inasmuch as 


II. Diss. ii. 
7. p. 53. 


inter Op. 
August. 
Vol cx. 
Append. 
p. 223. 


1 Cor. 13,38. 


ovvderuov 
THS TEACL- 
é6TTOS. 

Col. 3. 14. 


there is no virtue which is not perfected and informed by love, 
so far as that thus it becomes accepted by God, and available 
towards a man’s salvation. Hence in my Dissertations I 
said, “If there be any universal virtue, which fills, as it were, 
all the rest with goodness, and gives them their value and 
importance, that certainly is charity, the true love of God 
and our neighbour, from which whatever arises, will at last 
be grateful and pleasing to God.” Elsewhere I say “ that 
love is that virtue, which in the matter of salvation, God 
chiefly regards, and which only, according to the gracious 
covenant of God, attracts salvation by a necessary connection.” 
At this you raise a monstrous cry, you declare “your mind was 
horrified, as you read this new doctrine.” But as I have 
already remarked, any thing is new to you which you have 
not met with in your systematizers. The doctrine which 
you call ‘new,’ and at which you are so dreadfully horrified, 
is St. Augustine’s and Prosper’s opinion. In the book of 
Sentences, extracted from the works of St. Augustine by 
Prosper, the seventh is this: “The love of God and our 
neighbour is the peculiar and special virtue of pious and holy 
men, since all the other virtues may be shared by bad as 
well as good men.” If there is no virtue but love, in which 
bad men have share with holy men, it is plain that love is 
that virtue, which God especially regards in the matter of 
salvation &c. Moreover, if faith itself be imperfect by itself, 
and is of no avail to man’s salvation unless 6: aydmns évep- 
younévn perfected by love, (which has been already clearly 
proved,) it is evident how much more this may be affirmed of 
all the other virtues; and therefore what St. Paul says of 
faith, that ‘ without love it profiteth nothing, he extends to 
the other virtues also, not only to knowledge and prophecy, 
but also to alms-giving and even martyrdom. That the 
Apostle had this in view, when, after the enumeration of 
various virtues, he bids the Colossians “above all things to 
put on love or charity which is the bond of perfectness,” has 
been well observed by Isidorus Clarius, who writes thus on 
the passage: “ Love,” says he, “is nothing else than that which 
collecteth all good things into one ; for it is that which makes 
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every thing else to be good.” How plainly does the Apostle sTRIC. 

say this in Rom. 13. 10, and Gal. 5. 14, where he calls ‘love ae 

the fulfilling of the law!’ Hence it is most evident that love a see: 

is (as we have said) an universal virtue which answers to 

every Divine commandment, and without which no command- 

ment of God can be rightly observed. The Apostle speaks 

indeed directly in those passages of love to one’s neighbour ; 

but the love of God is included in the love of one’s neigh- 

bour, as cause in the effect: and as the love of one’s neigh- 

bour fulfils all the commands relative to our neighbour ; so 

the love of God fulfils all the commands relative to God 

Himself. Lastly, Christ Himself has most clearly determined 

the point of this controversy, (and would that poor miserable 

men could give us leave to hear His voice, and abide by His 

decision!) when He said in express words, that “on these 

two commandments hang all the law and the prophets,” 

viz.: “'Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy Mat. 22. 

heart &c.,” and, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” Phe 
If, however, any one after so clear arguments have any 

doubt on the subject, may I ask him seriously and thought- 

fully to follow me through each virtue mentioned by you, 

‘hope, the fear of God, and repentance,’ and he will see that 

there is not one of these which does not stand in need of 

love, for its perfection and form, so far as it is to be accepted 

with God. Let us begin with ‘hope.’ This virtue, as dis- 

tinguished from faith, involves in its very idea the notion of 

love; its difference from faith consisting in this, that the 

former is carried on by desire towards the object, which the 

latter apprehends by a bare assent ; and this desire is charity 

or love. This may be more fully shewn thus: As we hope for 

nothing which we do not know and believe, and knowledge 

therefore and faith (or belief) must precede hope; so we 

hope for nothing which we do not love, as St. Augustine Enchir. 

testifies and our own reason confirms. Whence it similarly a 

follows that love precedes hope, and a love by which God is 198. 

preferred before all things. For as hope is not without love, 

so the hope of the highest good, as such, (which alone avails 

to salvation, and of which alone we are now speaking,) cannot 

be without love of the highest good, as such, 1. e. above all 

things; and this is Christian love. As regards ‘the fear of 
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STRIC. God,’ it is evident the fear of God without the love of Him 
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is the fear of a ‘servant’ not of a ‘son;’ but filial fear, which 
alone is available to salvation, and which is called by the 
schoolmen by other names, ‘holy, chaste, ingenuous, friend- 
like, reverential,’ is that from which a man fears to offend 
God, and through the offence to be separated from God, as 
his greatest Good. This fear makes a man abstain from sin, 
not from the fear of hell only, but also from the love of 
virtue and justice. This fear not only keeps a restraint upon 
the hand, but is lord also of the heart. On the other hand, 
servile fear keeps the hand indeed from the perpetration of 
the evil, but in no way corrects the desire to sin. Lastly, 
of the third virtue you mentioned, ‘ repentance,’ it is equally 
evident. Repentance strictly taken as here, and distinct 
from all other virtues, is grief for the commission of sins. 
But this grief without love is only ‘attrition,’ (attritio, as the 
schoolmen say,) not ‘contrition,’ (contritio,) and so does not 
avail to salvation. ‘ Contrition,’ or true sorrow for sins, is- 
that from which a man grieves for his sin, not only because 
of the punishment due to him on account thereof, but also 
because it is an offence against God, (God, I say, the 
highest Good.) And therefore a sincere hatred of sin accom- 
panies this grief, as also a true love of God and righteous- 
ness: whence St. Augustine saith “nothing but the hatred of 
sin and the love of God makes a sure repentance.” 

§ 7. From all these things you will at length, I hope, 
understand, that I have not used the phrase fides formata, 
‘perfected faith, or said that ‘faith was perfected by love,’ 
without good reason. If, however, you still object to these 
phrases, we will for the future, in argument with you, use only 
St. Paul’s phrase, rlatus dv’ aydrns évepyoupévn, or St. James’s 
mats €& épywv tedevwOetoa, for I take no delight in empty 
disputes about words. 


STRICTURE III. 

ON I. DISS. i. 5. p. 8. 
I here contend, in opposition to Grotius’ opinion, for the 
true meaning of the word dccavody as it is used in the Serip- 
tures in this question, using this argument: “The word 
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‘justify,’ both in St. Paul and St. James, has exactly stric. 
the same force as, ‘to reckon a reward,’ ‘to impute righte- 
ousness,’ and ‘to impute for righteousness.’ Now it is 

well understood that imputation denotes the act of God eos 
regarding a man as just, not making him just; and this secs: 
Grotius neither can nor will deny.” Your remarks upon (co, «is 
these words are as follows. “The learned man has well laid Sc 
down, and proved satisfactorily, that justification is the $7. 
accounting of a man righteous who is righteous otherwise 

than by the mere decision of the judge; God justifies him 7 dceAi. 
who is unrighteous, but yet who is partaker of Christ’s 
righteousness through faith. He makes, however, a strange Rom. 4. 5. 
mistake in confounding justification with reward; neither 

does he weigh St. Paul’s words very accurately when he says 

that pscOov AoyifecrOas and Sixacootyny NoyiterOar have the 

same force in his Hpistles. St. Paul says that ‘to him that 
worketh, the reward is not reckoned of grace but of debt: 

but to him that worketh not, but believeth, his faith is Rom.4.4,5. 
counted for righteousness.’ Examine well and see if St. Paul 

any where says that reward is reckoned to him that believeth, 

and whether the passage of David can allow that reward is 
reckoned to him whose faith is counted for righteousness ver. 6. 
without works.” 


Ourcaovy. 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE III. 


What you mean in the first part of your remark, I do not 
exactly understand, nor does it much matter whether I 
understand it or not; for whatever it is that you there say, 
you express your agreement with and approval of what I 
have asserted, and therefore the only thing that I thought 
required consideration was your remark that follows, “ that 
I have made a strange mistake in confounding justification 
with reward.” Surely you are here yourself making a 
mistake. JI am not confounding justification with ‘reward,’ 
but with ‘the imputation or adjudgment of reward,’ on the 
plain authority of St. Paul. But neither do you agree to 


this ; more than ten times in other parts of your animadver- 


sions you complain of my not having sufficiently distinguished 
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stric. the reckoning of the reward, or the admission of a man to 
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salvation and eternal life from justification. For, in page 10 
of my first Dissertation, i. 6, where with almost all the 
reformed divines I thus describe the justification of a sinner 
according to the Gospel covenant, “ It is the act of God as a 
judge, according to the merciful law of Christ, acquitting the 
accused, pronouncing him righteous, and admitting him to 
the reward of righteousness, that is, eternal life,” you remark 
thus: “This is an uncalled for interpolation about reward, 
and an explanation of justification founded on no passage of 
Scripture. Eternal life follows upon righteousness, but in an 
acquittal from all the guilt of sin and the deserved punish- 
ment of death there is no place for reward,” &c. In another 
place, page 8, because I affirm that ‘to be justified, and ‘ to 
be accepted with God into salvation’ have the same force, 
you say that it is my leading error, “which I take for 
granted, without proving, and that the whole mass of my 
building supported by this weak pillar is tottering and ready 
to fall.” In another place you say, “that I am often striking 
my foot against this stone;’ and therefore it concerns me 
much to establish this doctrine on firm grounds, and to 
vindicate it once for all from your charges, which are 
scattered all over your animadversions. To do this more 
conveniently, I put the question to be deliberately discussed 
as follows, “Whether the notion of Gospel justification 
necessarily includes the reckoning of a reward, or the admis- 
sion of a man to life and eternal salvation,” or “ whether 
conferring a right to the kingdom of heaven is properly the 
act of Gospel justification.” I affirm that it is; you deny 
it, and you declare the line between justification and the 
reckoning of a reward to be so broad that “in the acquittal 
from all guilt of sm (which alone, according to you, is justifi- 
cation) there is no place for reward ;” and you confidently 
state at page 280, that “the adjudgment of reward is quite 
a different thing from justification,” and so in your remarks 
on page 12, you call it an act “ extraneous to justification.” 
§ 2. To have a right understanding of the state of the 
question, we must first remark that we do not assert that the 
word justification implies of itself the reckoning of a reward. 
We are not such loggerheads or so stupid, as not to be well 


— 
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aware that there may be justification where reward does not 
come in. In a human court, if a man is accused of theft, 
murder, or any other crime, and he be innocent, he is 
acquitted by the judge’s sentence, i. e. he is justified; yet he 
has no reward for not being a thief or murderer. It is 
folly then that you ask me at page 25 of my book, “ whether 
it is one and the same act of a judge, to acquit a man 
of a charge, and to be pleased with him, and count him 
worthy of reward.” Who in his senses ever affirmed this? 
In this question, however, we are speaking (as you are aware) 
of justification as a term applied to the ‘ Divine court,’ and 
the law or tovenant of the Gospel. And that justification 
before God, which is required according to the law of the 
Gospel covenant, involves not only acquittal from sin, but 
also a reckoning of reward, there can be no doubt. ‘To 
justify’ means of itself ‘to declare a man to be just’ and ‘ to 
treat him as such.” Now whomsoever God pronounces just, 
and treats as such, to him God not only remits the debt of 
sin, but He also praises, loves him, and counts him worthy of 
reward, as Grotius has here rightly laid down. To sum up 
the whole in few words: The ‘extent’ (so to speak) of justi- 
fication must be calculated by the law, according to the rule 
of which it is imparted. Hence, in a human court, a man is 
acquitted by the judge of a charge, in other words he is 
justified, but no reward is adjudged to him; because the 
law adjudges no such reward to innocence. But in God’s 
court, when a man, guilty indeed of sin, yet possessed of 
faith perfected by love, is justified according to the Gospel 
covenant, not only are his sins remitted, but a right to 
a heavenly reward is adjudged him. Why? Because the 
law of the Gospel appoints such reward to the believer, and 
therefore, in this court, though it is not the same thing to 
acquit the prisoner of a charge, and to hold him worthy of 
reward, yet most certain it is that both acts come under one 
and the same benefit of Gospel justification, which is all we 
have asserted. After this statement of the question, the 
truth of my opinion is sufficiently evident, so that I scarcely 
need dwell on the discussion any longer. But, as this objec- 
tion is nearly the stem and stern of your censure on my book, 
as you repeat it till one is almost sick, as you bring it forward 


STRIC. 
Hl. 


Discuss. 


p. 39. 


8V aydarns 
évepyou- 
bevn. 


| 


STRIC. 
Ill. 


I. Diss. v. 
3. p. 30. 
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as an engine, by the force of which you boast that the 
whole of my building is falling to the ground; on these 
accounts I have determined to prove the point at greater 
length, both by testimonies of Scripture, and arguments and 
deductions drawn from Scripture ; at the same time answerimg 
your objections, as they occur from time to time, in their 
several places. 

§ 3. I will first bring forward the testimonies of Scripture 
which establish my doctrine. I will begin from the passage 
which I have already adduced in my Dissertations, viz. 
Rom. 4. 3, compared with verse 4, where I remarked that 
the Apostle, talking of justification, expresses édNoyicOn eis 
dixatootvnv, of the former verse, immediately after by the 
phrase, pucOds Aoyiferar. Hence I infer, that ‘to impute 
something to any one for righteousness,’ and ‘to impute a 
reward to any one for something,’ are equivalent. ‘'To this 
you say, “that I err in my exposition of the Apostle, since 
he denies the imputation of reward, whilst he asserts 
the imputation of faith, verse 5.” Also in the Stricture 
which we have before us, you say that St. Paul declares 
that “to him that worketh the reward is not reckoned 
of grace but of debt, but to him that believeth and 
worketh not, his faith is counted for righteousness.” But 
you are making an egregious mistake. St. Paul does not 
absolutely deny, that reward is reckoned to the believer, but 
he says it is not reckoned to him of debt. To each of them, 
both to him that believeth and to him that worketh, he 
acknowledges that a reward is reckoned, but on different 
grounds: to the one of debt, to the other of grace. This is 
the plain meaning of St. Paul; he is plainly making a dis- 
tinction between the reward of grace and the reward of debt. 
Now to what purpose would he make the distinction, if he 
meant, as you suppose, that there was no reckoning of reward 
but to him that worketh, 1. e. of debt? Why then, you will 
say, does not the Apostle repeat in the antithesis that follows, 
what he denied, verse 4, concerning him that worketh, viz. 
that to him (i. e. that worketh), reward is reckoned of grace, 
and affirm expressly of him that believeth, “but to him that 
beheveth a reward is reckoned of grace ;” whereas he uses 
evidently another expression, “to him that believeth his faith 
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is counted for righteousness.” I answer, that by the very 
fact that the faith of the believer is reckoned to him for 
righteousness, it is quite evident that reward is reckoned to 
him not of debt but of grace, and consequently that his 
justification is merely one of grace, since ‘faith’ in its very 
term expresses grace, and entirely excludes all debt and 
desert. See the copious remarks we have made on this point 
II. Diss. xii. 22, 28, &c. p. 155, where, although the passage 
almost compels you, you do not utter one syllable to the point. 
But when the Apostle says that “to him that believeth his 
faith is counted for righteousness” he implies that ‘a reward 
is reckoned to him that believeth. For wherever in the 
Scriptures any thing or deed is said to be imputed to any one 
for righteousness, it is certain that by that phrase is signified 
God’s approbation, or that He holds that deed to be praise- 
worthy, or such that He determines of His infinite goodness 
that it shall be recompensed. Thus, the vengeance which 
Phineas took on the idolaters in the ardour of his zeal for 
God is said ‘ to be counted (or imputed) to him for righteous- 
ness,’ 1. €. was esteemed by God praiseworthy, and worthy of 
recompense. This is clear from history, Num. 25. 12, where 
we read in plain terms, that God on account of Phineas’ 
zeal adjudged him and his posterity great reward. See the 
learned Hammond on the passage in the Psalms. Hence 
however, by the way, we gather a new and very strong argu- 
ment for the support of our opinion. It is certain that when 
it is said that ‘a man is justified by faith,’ or that ‘faith is 
counted to a man for righteousness,’ the two expressions are 
equivalent in Scripture. This I have proved by comparing 
many passages of Scripture together in opposition to 
Grotius. Yet here you would rather jom with Grotius, 
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whom else you hate worse than a dog or a viper, (and # 


that against almost all the reformed divines,) than yield to 
the most evident truth, and therefore you say (and only 
say) that the two things differ really in meaning. Shew, then, 
their discrepancy from Scripture, and answer, if you can, all 
the passages I have pointed out and compared together. 
Meantime I pass on. It is equally certain that in the 
phrase by which any thing is said to be imputed to a man 
for righteousness, the adjudgment of a reward is the chief 


28 Justification is unto life and salvation ; 


sTRIc. thing implied. What follows from this, but that the justi- 

—tt__ fication, which is spoken of in the New Testament, comprises 
the reckoning of a reward or the admission of a man to 
salvation and life eternal; q.e.d. I now pass on to other 
passages. 

§ 4, A most remarkable passage—one which you will not 
be able to evade by any artifice—occurs Rom. 5.18.  'There- 
fore as by the offence of one judgment came upon all men to 
condemnation ; even so by the righteousness of one the free 

cis uxal- gift came upon all men unto justification of life.’ Here 
wow (is. ~ tification, which is imparted to the faithful through Christ, 
dixalwors. is not simply ealled ‘justification,’ or ‘justification from death,’ 
dixalwois Or the punishment of sin; but ‘justification of life,’ i. e. living 
a bavd- oO» life-giving justification, as that which would not only 
deliver a man from death, but also bestow upon him heavenly 
life and eternal happiness. We must not forget especially 
that the Apostle, in the preceding verse, meant expressly to 
tiv wepo- Shew forth ‘the abundance of grace and of the gift of righteous- 


ret ness,’ or of the justification by Christ ; to shew forsooth, that 


kal Tis the gift of justification does not consist or subsist in the mere 


dwpeas : ‘ : 
ras duu Geliverance from death, which we have deserved by sin, but 


ocbvns. goes further and gives us ut in vitd reynemus, ‘to reign in 
life’? by Christ Jesus. What can be spoken more clearly ? 

$5. A strong argument also for our doctrme may be 

drawn from those passages of Scripture where ‘to be made 

heir, viz. of a heavenly kingdom, and ‘to be justified’ are 

used as equivalent expressions, as in Rom. 4. 13, 14; Gal. 3. 

verse 18, compared with verse 21; Col. 3. 24. To these may 

be added all the texts in which ‘justification,’ ‘life,’ and 

Vid. Rom. ‘ Salvation,’ are used promiscuously. What other reason can 

Bae aT be assigned for this promiscuous usage, but that in justifica- 

tion a right to salvation and eternal life is given us? One 

Gal. 3. 11. passage I must add, “ But that no man is justified by the law 

in the sight of God, it is evident: for, the just shall live by 

faith.” Where the Apostle proves that a man is justified not 

by the law, but by faith, on this testimony, that a man ‘lives 

by faith.’ The argument of the Apostle would entirely lose 

its connection, were not our supposition true, that ‘to be 

justified, aud ‘to have a right to life,’ viz. eternal, were 

equivalent terms. So much from the testimony of Scripture. 
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§ 6. To these express testimonies from Scripture I will stric. 
subjoin two arguments, which also have their grounds in er a 
Scripture, and are deducible from thence by manifest in- 
ference. 

Ist. He who is justified by the Gospel Covenant, by that 
very fact has a right to all the benefits contained in that 
Covenant. Now among the benefits contained in the Gospel 
Covenant the chief and consummation of all the rest is sal- 
vation and eternal life; therefore he who is justified by the 
Gospel Covenant, by that very fact has a right to salvation 
and eternal life. Here the minor proposition is beyond ques- 
tion, the major is supported by these arguments. 1. If inthe 
Gospel justification we have not a right to all the benefits con- 
tained in the Gospel covenant, then the Gospel justification is 
something imperfect, which Christians will at once shrink from 
admitting. 2ndly. Whoever is justified by the Gospel covenant, 
must, according to the position in which he has been placed, 
have performed all the conditions of the Gospel covenant. But 
he who has performed all the conditions of the Gospel cove- 
nant, must of necessity have a right to all the benefits con- 
tained in that covenant ; since they depend on that condition. 

~_ I say here, (which must be observed,) that every justified 
person has performed all the conditions of the Gospel cove- 
nant, according to ‘the position in which he has been placed.’ 
By which words I mean, whoever is endued with faith in 
Christ perfected by love, has at once performed all the con- 
ditions of the Gospel covenant which, in the position in which 
he has been placed, are required from him, although he yet 
may not have gone on in continued pious working ; conse- 
quently he is justified by that covenant, and has a right to 
all the benefits of that covenant. But from that man, if time 
be granted him, there is demanded a continued pious work- 
ing or a series of visible deeds, (which the Greek Fathers 
called zrodvtela,) as I have remarked elsewhere in my Dis- 
sertations, and therefore this condition of continued working 
is not absolutely demanded in the Gospel covenant, but on 
supposition, viz. of continued life. Lastly, St. Paul himself Rom.4.6,7. 
declares from David the blessedness, the perfect ‘blessedness poxapic- 
of the man to whom God imputeth righteousness,’ i. e. whom “ ef 
God justifies. Of course a man, justified by God, would not 
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be perfectly blessed if he were deprived of any benefit of the 
Gospel covenant, much less if he had no right to the chief 
blessing of the Gospel, viz. eternal life, in which the whole 
blessedness of man consists. 

§ 7. The second argument, which confirms the first, is this; 
All men allow that if a justified person were to die in the very 


moment in which he was justified, he would be beyond all 


doubt saved, i. e. he would gain eternal life. Now it is plain to 
every one that this position would not hold good unless our own 
supposition be allowed also, viz. that in justification a man 
has the right conferred on him to salvation and eternal life. 
§ 8. By all this I have shewn, I think clearly, that the 
justification of a sinner, which is promised in the Gospel, 
comprehends not only his deliverance from sins, but also the 
reckoning of a reward, or his being accepted to salvation and 
life eternal. I will add the followmg by way of make- 
weight:—If it were true according to your opinion, (as it is 
most utterly false,) that justification in the New Testament is 
distinct from acceptance to salvation, the cause I am plead- 
ing in my book would receive no injury, provided only that 


it be granted, which you willingly allow, that the two things — 


are so mutually and inseparably connected that he who is 
justified always has a right also to salvation. This being 
granted, all the arguments by which I prove that faith, as a 
single virtue, is not sufficient for justification, stand good, 
on the ground that faith is not sufficient to make a man 
accepted with God unto salvation. To fix different conditions 
of things so intimately connected would be very absurd, and 
thus all this discussion of yours must fall necessarily into a 
useless dispute about words. 


STRICTURE IV. 


ON J. DISS.<i, 3. ip, 20, 


I say, when St. James declares that a man ‘is justified by 
works,’ that the particle ‘ by’ expresses only “‘ the preceding 
condition,’ which is generally called ‘the indispensable cause,’ 
yet it scarcely deserves the name of a cause.” I then add, 
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““When a man is said ‘to be justified by faith, the particle strIc. 
‘by’ is used in the same sense, since no one can be said to —: 
be justified by faith itself as a principal cause, nor even as nes 
a cause at all, unless inaccurately speaking.” Your remark 7. 
upon this is, “ When we are said to be justified ‘by faith’ @ 7/- __ 
we clearly mean to say that the ‘ operation’ of faith is the True 5 


cause of the righteousness, which we obtain through Christ.” évépyear. 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE IV. 


Had I written as much of any other of our virtues, how 
quickly would you have exclaimed, as is your wont, “ My mind 
is horrified as I read this new doctrine.” Here you attribute 
to faith, an operation which is the cause of righteousness, évépyea. 
distinct from that which belongs to it as a condition of the 
Gospel covenant, for this latter I acknowledge ; but, as I said, 
the condition is only ‘ the indispensable cause,’ which scarcely 
deserves the name of acause. You, however, take a higher tone, 
and ascribe to faith another operation beyond this, as really 
causing righteousness. Surely this doctrine of yours is new 
indeed! For what confession of the reformed Churches 
attributes to faith an operation which is the cause (in your 
sense) of righteousness? at least our Church is very far from 
agreeing with this doctrine, as I shewed clearly II. Diss. last 
chapter. Even those systematizers of yours, who have attri- 
buted some sort of instrumentality to faith in the work of 
justification, disagree with you here. They, indeed, teach that 
faith is the instrument of justification, but ‘passively’ only or passivum. 
‘receptively,’ as they love to speak ; yet they have not dared recepti- 
with you to ascribe to faith an operation (évépyecav) which is ea: 
the cause of righteousness, and have even shewn a dislike to 
the expression. How consistently they have. written on the 
subject, I am at no pains to say; I neither sow nor reap in 
such fields. Suffice it to say, that not even they approve of 
this your way of speaking. Of the ‘instrumentality’ of faith, 
which you assert, we will speak more at length in its proper 
place; meanwhile bear in mind, that you have attributed 
more to human agency in the work of justification, than I 
dare ascribe to it. | 
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STRICTURE V. 
ON I. DISS, ii. 5. p. 14. (p. 19.) 


Among other testimonies from Scripture, to prove St. 
James’s hypothesis, I bring forward the words of St. Peter, 
the chief of the Apostles, “God is no respecter of persons, 
but in every nation he that feareth Him, and worketh 
righteousness, is accepted with Him :’ which words I para- 
phrase thus; ‘God respects the person of none; every one, 
and such only, are accepted by Him to salvation, who works 
righteousness.’ I subjoin, “Can any thing be more evident?” 
Your remark upon these words is couched in these terms : 
“Tn truth, what St. Peter, to whom St. Paul is equal, has 
said, is quite clear, but nothing to the purpose. He who 
worketh righteousness is accepted with God. You add of your 
own, ‘to salvation,’ which St. Peter said not. Surely Cor- 
nelius, who was accepted with God on account of his righte- 
ousness, was not fully instructed unto salvation, until he 
believed in Christ. Neither the pious centurion, nor any 
other worker of righteousness, is in that sense righteous before 
God, and free from all blame on account of his mherent 
righteousness. ‘Take heed you prate not agaimst the Holy 
Spirit.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE V. 


§ 1. You seem to object to my calling St. Peter, by the 
way, the chief of the Apostles; although I said it on the 
authority of the most ancient and approved doctors in the 
Church. They however, as do I also, most fully allow, in 
opposition to the Roman Catholics, that St. Paul, or any 
other of the Apostles, as regards the office of an Apostle, or 
the government of the Church, was equal with St. Peter. 
Let it suffice, however, to have thus briefly touched upon this 
point. You say, that what St. Peter says is clear enough, 
but nothing to the purpose. I say, however, that it is very 
much to my purpose. For if no one is accepted with God 
unto salvation, except he who fears Him and works righteous- 
ness, it follows that no one, who is not such, is justified ; since 
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‘being accepted with God unto salvation’ and ‘being justified STRIC. 
by God’ are equivalent terms, which I have just shewn clearly 
and fully. But you say I have added ‘to salvation’ of my 
own; I confess it, but it is an addition recommended both 
by the text and the nature of the thing. Has any one any 
doubt, that the man who fears God and works righteousness, 
is also accepted by Him unto salvation ? 

§ 2. Next you say that Cornelius (on occasion of whom 
St. Peter uttered those words) was not fully instructed unto 
salvation until he believed in Christ. This requires consider- 
ation. That this centurion was a proselyte of the Jewish 
religion, of that class who were called ‘ proselytes of the 
gate,’ 1. e. men who had forsaken idolatrous worship and 
given themselves up to the true God of the Israelites, but 
had not submitted to circumcision and all the other rites 
and ceremonies of the Mosaic law, (although I am aware 
that there are learned men now-a-days who call this in 
question,) there seems to me to be no doubt. For, besides 
that the centurion is called by St. Luke (etoe81s Kat poBov- 
pevos Tov Oedv), “a devout man, and one that feared God,” Acts 10. 2. 
and (waptupovmevos ume Gov Tod EOvovs TaV "Iovdaiwv), “ of ver. 22. 
good report among all the nation of the Jews,” which words 
clearly shew that he was decidedly imbued with the Jewish 
religion,—-besides this, it deserves our especial attention 
that St. Peter, in his discourse to Cornelius and his house- 
hold, proved Jesus to be the Messiah from the books of the ver. 43. 
Prophets, which he surely would not have done had not the 
writings of the Prophets been both well known and of autho- 
rity with the centurion and those who were with him. 

§ 3. Cornelius then was a proselyte to the Jewish religion, 
but of the lower order, i. e. ‘a proselyte of the gate,’ one not Iw, 
properly called proselyte, ‘a proselyte of righteousness or the PIs 73 
covenant,’ inasmuch as he was not circumcised, as we learn eh a, 
Acts 11.3. As to the salvation of proselytes of this order 
the Jews differed in opinion. Some denied them hope of 
salvation altogether, as appears from Acts 15. 1; most, how- 
ever, inclined to the milder opinion, and gladly believed that 
these pious men from among the Gentiles will share the 
blessings of a future life. The strongest argument for this 
opinion was, that circumcision was not enjoined on any 
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STRIC. except the descendants of Abraham, nor the law of Moses 
a except on the Israelites. Hence in the well-known story of 
10, 11, 12. Izates, king of the Adiabeni, which is told in Josephus, we 
Hrs 20. read that Izates, having turned from the worship of idols to 
vol.i. that of the One True God, was not content with this, but 
P. 999. wished to go farther, and submit to circumcision, (vomtfovra 
py av eivar BeBalws Iovdatov, ef pu Twepetéuocro,) ‘thinking 
that he was not a Jew to any purpose till he was circum- 
cised ;? but this design pleased not his teacher Ananias, who 
reminded the king (Suvdpevov abriv Kat ywpls Tepitouhs TO 
Oclov céPew) ‘that he could serve God without being cir- 
cumcised.’? What however the Jews thought on this point, 
matters not much; all Christians have allowed that pious 
men of the Gentiles, who were really pious, pleased God 
unto salvation without circumcision ; and that Cornelius was 
such a man, is clear from the testimony of the Holy Spirit, 
who has passed upon him, as I observed before, this elogium, 
that he was “a devout man and one that feared God.” More- 
over his prayers and his alms are said to have ascended up to 
Acts 10.4. Heaven (els pvnuoovvoy évetriov tod Oecod) “for a memorial 
before God.” In these words, (as learned interpreters have 
observed,) a similitude is drawn from the incense of the law, 
fat called in Hebrew m21~, in Greek pvnydocvvov. Doubtless the 
words mean, that the prayers and alms of Cornelius were 
most pleasant and acceptable before God, which could not 
be said of the works of a man who was out of the pale of 
favour and salvation; and therefore had Cornelius died in 
this state, without doubt he would have attained life and 
salvation ; and yet he had not an explicit faith in Christ, for 
he had not heard the Gospel of Christ fully and clearly ex- 
plained. But afterwards, when this was done by St. Peter, 
his pious soul most eagerly and heartily embraced the faith 
of Jesus Christ. 

§ 4. When after this you say that neither the pious centu- 
rion nor any other worker of righteousness was ever righteous 
in God’s sight, and free from all blame, on account of his 
inherent righteousness, if you mean by the words “on ac- 
count of his inherent righteousness,” ‘on account of the 
merit of his inherent righteousness, you are beating the air; 
who says the contrary? I surely do not, who every where 
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disclaim all merit of all human righteousness, and tell all 
men openly that I trust in the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, my 
dearest Saviour, as the sole meritorious cause of my justifica- 
tion and salvation. If you do not believe a profession I have 
made so often, I call God the searcher of hearts to witness 
that it is from my heart I have written these words. In 
your remarks, however, you are continually charging me 
with teaching that man is justified in God’s sight on account 
of his inherent righteousness, or on account of his works, 
(i. e. on account of the merit of his works). This you repeat 
till you are hoarse, when you have nothing else to say. 
Surely this does not become a Christian, not to say a divine. 
Had I a mind to repay you in your own coin, how easily 
could I retort this calumny on your head? with how great 
appearance of truth, how great speciousness could I do so? 
you teach continually that “a man is justified ‘for’ or ‘on 
account of’ his faith,” that “‘an operation which is the cause 
of our righteousness ought to be attributed to faith,” that 
“our justification is ‘founded’ on our faith.”” Should I hence 
conclude that you attribute a merit to faith in the work of 
justification ? God forbid! I believe that you do mean some- 
thing else, though what that is, [ am totally ignorant. 

§ 5. Lastly, you advise me “take heed that I prate not 
against the Holy Spirit.” But, my good Sir, what is it that 
you mean? that he who does not receive your statements, 
forthwith prates against the Holy Ghost? Take heed you offer 
not wrong to His Supreme Majesty, by appealing to Him as 
the Patron and even the Author of your own dreamings. I 
can do no more than beseech that Most Holy Spirit, the Com- 
forter, the only Teacher of Truth, that He may be pleased by 
His heavenly illumination to guide both me and you into all 
truth necessary or useful to us. 


STRICTURE VI. 
ON I. DISS. ii. 5. p. 13. 


Bringing forward by the way a passage of St. Peter, 
T remark that the order of man’s salvation is well described 
therein. First comes “the sanctification of the Spirit to 
obedience,” (dytacuos mvevpatos eis UTaxony:) then follows 
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“the sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ, (pavtiopos 
aipatos "Incod Xpiotod,) i. e. to justification.” Upon this 
you remark, “ How absurdly do you interpret St. Peter, in 
order that he may support your own hypothesis! I beg to 


- ask whether our sanctification, just as much as our justifi- 


cation, must not be referred to the sprinkling of the blood 
of Christ ?” ; 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE VI. 


How childishly do you here take my explanation to pieces, 
merely to indulge your insatiable appetite of finding fault. 
I am aware that our sanctification just as much as our justi- 
fication is owing to the blood of Christ ; Christ by His blood, 
i. e. by His death, obtained for us the grace not only of justi- 
fication, but also of sanctification. Still, he who has not 
observed that our sanctification is attributed specially by the 
Scriptures to the Spirit of Christ, while the remission of our 
sins (which is not the least part of our justification) is 
attributed to His blood and the sprinkling thereof, surely 
cannot have read the Sacred Volumes with the care and 
diligence that they require. I have no time just now to 
investigate the reasons of this phraseology of Scripture, 
but if all, who suppose the words in this passage “ by the 
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ” to mean justification 
or remission of sins, are fools, then truly were those great. 
interpreters Erasmus and Ustius fools—nay (horrible to 
say!!) your own Calvin was a fool. Erasmus on the pas- 
sage speaks thus; “ He means that they are indebted to God 
for having been chosen to the grace of faith, which he here 
calls obedience, that through this, by the sprinkling of the 
blood of Jesus, they might be cleansed from their sins.” In 
hike manner Estius: “'The remission of sins is called ‘the 
sprinkling of the blood of Christ,’ because no one is cleansed 
from his sins unless he be sprinkled with it, i. e. unless the 
merit of Christ’s suffermg be applied to him: and this 
sprinkling or application is made by the obedience of faith.” 
Here you have (if I mistake not) the true meaning of 
the passage. Lastly, Calvin, “By the word ‘ obedience’ 
he seems to mean newness of life, but by ‘the sprinkling 
of the blood of Christ’ remission of sins.” 
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STRICTURE VII. 
ON I. DISS. ii. 6. p. 14. 


Here I bring forward testimonies of Scripture, “which STRIC. 
specify some particular works as entirely necessary to salva- 
tion,” and I insist on those passages especially, “ which 
require ‘repentance’ as a precedent condition without which sine qua 
no sinner can obtain pardon from God.” Among such a”?” 
crowd of testimonies I confine myself to two, viz. Acts 2. 38, 
and 3. 19. I say, that in these passages, besides faith, re- 
pentance also and turning to God are required of us as 
necessary for the remission of our sins, or justification. Your 
answer to this is, “ Christ has jomed repentance with faith Mark1.165. 
as the two conditions of the Gospel, and woe be to him who 
separates them. But produce a passage, if you can, which 
attributes justification to repentance. Justification is not 
the same thing as remission of sins. Wisdom is justified, 
God is justified, Christ was justified; where is no place for 
remission of sins. Job was justified from the calumny of the 
devil, and the unjust reproofs of his friends: and yet not by 
remission of sins, but by proof of his integrity. God par- 
doned the Israelites, whom He did not justify.” Ps. 78. 38. 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE VII. 


§ 1. I have no doubt the learned reader, who is not ac- 
quainted with you and your ways of proceeding, will wonder 
what you mean in this Stricture. I am by this time too 
well acquainted with you. Now, on this point, nearly the 
whole strength of your position rests ; and if you are victo- 
rious here, your triumph will be complete; but if these 
forces (as I expect will be the case) be routed and dispersed 
without difficulty, you can have but little hope of renewing 
the conflict. I intreat the reader, therefore, to weigh most 
attentively the arguments on both sides. That repentance 
is a condition necessarily required in the Gospel covenant, 
you allow, but you deny that it is a condition of justification. 
You do not deny that repentance is absolutely required for 


Sore LC, 
~1I. 


Mark1.15. 


38 No condition enjoined in the Gospel 


the forgiveness of sins ; but you deny that it is required for 
justification, for you say that remission of sins is a totally 
different thing from justification. 

The whole of this controversy, then, may be reduced to 
four heads. 1. Whether there be any condition (properly so 
called) of the Gospel covenant which is not also a condition 
of Gospel justification? 2. Whether, granted that the con- 
dition of the Gospel covenant may be distinct from the con- 
dition of Gospel justification, it is not still certain that faith 
and repentance are conditions of one and the same benefit, 
viz. of Gospel justification? 3. Whether remission of sins 
comes into the notion or definition of Gospel justification ? 
or whether the notion of Gospel justification necessarily in- 
cludes remission of sins? 4, Whether it being granted that 
remission of sins is not necessarily included in the notion of 
Gospel justification, it is not still certain that the condition 
of both benefits, viz. Gospel forgiveness and justification, is- 
exactly the same? Let us discuss these questions separately, 
and in the order proposed. 

§ 2. The first question is, whether there be a condition 
(properly so called) in the Gospel covenant which is not also 
a condition of Gospel justification? You say that there is, 
in that you assert that repentance is a condition of the 
Gospel, joined by Christ with faith, yet impugn my saying 
that repentance is a condition of justification. Elsewhere, 
however, you explain yourself more fully, viz. in your notes 
to page 21 of my book, where I quote your own words. 
“Tam often compelled to reiterate, that a condition of the 
covenant must be distinguished from the foundation of justi- 
fication. There are many conditions of the Gospel covenant; 
there is one only foundation of justification on our part, 
which is, on the authority of St. Paul, faith’ Here, by “the 
foundation of our justification on our part,’ if you speak 
properly, you mean the condition required on our part for 
Justification ; inasmuch as all ‘right’ is founded in the title, 
and the title is ‘the foundation of our right” This title or 
foundation of right, is called by divines in this question, the 
‘condition ;? which is a word used by lawyers, and is thus 
defined by them: “A condition is the suspension of a dis- 
position on an event as yet uncertain annexed to it.” You 
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say then, that though there are many conditions of the Gospel STRIC. 
covenant, there is but one condition of justification, 1. e. sey. 
faith. To this statement of yours I oppose the following 
assertion as anti-statement; “there is one and the same 
condition (properly so called) of the Gospel covenant and of 

Gospel justification.” 

§ 3. Here, however, some things must be premised, in 
order to define the state of the question. First, we must 
observe, that by the ‘ condition’ of the Gospel is here meant, 
not whatever is enjoined in the Gospel, but that only which 
is required at the peril of the soul; i. e. the condition on 
which the eternal life and salvation of a man so depends, 
that if performed, a man will attain salvation, if not, he will 
have no hope of attaining it; and accordingly, that is properly 
by lawyers called a condition (as I remarked just now) on 
which the disposition depends. We are enjoined in the 
Gospel to abstain as far as possible from all sin; but this is 
not required of us at the peril of our souls, or under the 
irrevocable penalty of death, (as the schoolmen say,) for then 
very few indeed, or rather none would obtain salvation. 
Yet, that in this question such a condition must be under- 
stood is evident, since the question regards ‘faith and re- 
pentance ;? both of which, all allow, ‘are required at the 
peril of our souls.’ 2ndly. It is to be remarked that a thing 
can be required as necessary to salvation in two ways, 
‘absolutely,’ or ‘hypothetically.’ Faith and repentance are 
required absolutely, with whatever appertains necessarily to 
their essence, i. e. all Christian virtues, in which consists the 
‘divine nature, or heavenly truth, together with all which is 4 écia 
comprehended under these two names in Scripture. With- ees a 
out these, no one ever has attained, no one ever will attain 
salvation. But worthy fruits of faith and repentance (all 
which are usually implied in the words, ‘ good life’ or ‘ holy 
conversation’) are required hypothetically, viz. if God grant 
life and opportunity. Thus much premised, I put forward 
two propositions (which contain as many arguments in my 
favour, and those of the strongest kind) to be proved. 

§ 4. The first proposition is: Nothing is absolutely re- 
quired in the Gospel covenant at the peril of the soul, which 
is not required for justification. That this proposition is one 
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of most undeniable truth, I prove by this argument: If any 
thing in the Gospel covenant were absolutely required at 
the peril of the soul which is not also required in the same 
covenant for justification, then it were possible for a man to 
perform all things requisite for justification, and be justified 
accordingly, who yet may not have performed all that is ab- 
solutely required in the Gospel covenant at the peril of his 
soul. Whence it would follow, that a man though justified, 
and even while justified, might be deprived of eternal salva- 
tion, and accordingly damned eternally. But what Christian 
does not utterly abhor such a conclusion? Surely the thing 
is clear and evident without need of further explanation. 

§ 5. The second proposition is: Nothing is required hy- 
pothetically in the Gospel covenant at peril of our souls, 
which is not also so far required for justification, That 
course and conversation (7roAiTeva) of good works, of which I 
have often spoken, is required at peril of the soul hypotheti- 
cally, viz. if God grant life and opportunity: and on the 
same supposition it is required also for justification. He, 
who after having once obtained the grace of God in Christ 
by means of faith and repentance, does not thenceforth go 
on in a continued course of well-doing, but pollutes himself 
by sins destroying his conscience, that man falls from his 
right to salvation, and in consequence from his justification : 
unless indeed you affirm that a man while still abiding in a 
state of justification can fall from his right to salvation, 
which I have just now proved to be absurd, as is indeed self- 
evident. See our remarks II. Diss. xii. 29, p. 162. and our 
quotations from the most learned Davenant, II. Diss. xviii. 10, 
p- 214. The foundation, however, of these two propositions 
lies in this third: In a man’s justification God gives him 
a right to salvation; which proposition I have proved at 
length in answer to Stricture III. Hence the conclusion 
is as clear as day-light, that nothing can be required in 
the Gospel either to gain or retain a right to the kingdom 
of heaven, which is not equally required either to gain or 
retain one’s justification ; and thus much then for the first 
question. 

§ 6. The second question is; whether, granted that the 
condition of the Gospel covenant may be distinct from the 
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condition of Gospel justification, it is not still certain that STRIC. 
faith and repentance are conditions of one and the same 
benefit, viz. of Gospel justification. I will here speak but 
briefly. You allow that faith is of necessity required to a 
man’s justification ; moreover you acknowledge that repent- 
ance is required of necessity in the Gospel covenant; but 
you say it is not required for justification. I prove, however, 
that repentance is of necessity required in the Gospel 
covenant, and that too to man’s justification, by these 
arguments. First, repentance is enjoined in the law of ‘the 
Gospel on a sinner, who is as yet a stranger to grace and 
salvation, as a duty to be performed by him in the first 
place; in order that he may propitiate God, whom he has 
angered and set against himself by his sins, or (in your words) 
that he may be reconciled to God. This is the constant and 
perpetual teaching of the Scriptures, a laborious proof of 
which would be superfluous among Christians, who are not 
quite strangers to God’s word; and to the same effect you 
yourself expressly allow in your notes to page 8. of my book, 
that “repentance is requisite for reconciliation with God.” 
Hence then I argue thus: Whatever is required for man’s 
reconciliation with God, is required for man’s justification : 
repentance is required for man’s reconciliation with God: 
Therefore &c. The truth of the minor you yourself allow in 
terms ; the major premiss is proved easily; if whatever is 
required for man’s reconciliation with God, were not required 
for man’s justification, then it were possible, that he who has 
done all things requisite for justification, and is really justi- 
fied accordingly, may not however have done what is requisite 
for his reconciliation with God, consequently may not yet 
have been reconciled to God. But the conclusion is most 
false; therefore also the premiss. That a justified person, 
from the very fact of his being justified, is reconciled with 
God, no one in his senses will deny. Hence you absurdly 
enough deny that a man who is justified, from the very fact 
of his being justified, is accepted by God unto salvation—yet 
you allow that a man who is justified, from the very fact of 
his being justified, is acquitted of the guilt of all his sins, 
and pronounced righteous by God; and consequently no 
longer liable to the wrath of God due to his sins. 
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§ 7. My other argument, somewhat akin to the former, 
is of this nature: Repentance is either required for man’s 
justification, or not required at all. You allow that it is 
required. But, if it is required, it is required either from a 
man who is to be justified, or from a man who is already 
justified. That repentance is not required from a man 
already justified is shewn by our Lord’s words, speaking of 
just men,—(67u ypelay ov« éyover wetavolas)—“ they need no 
repentance”—viz. that entire repentance, by which the whole 
kind of life is changed, and a man leaves a state of sin and 
death, for a state of grace and salvation: and of this repent- 
ance alone we are here speaking. Therefore this repentance 
is required from a man who is to be justified, and in order 
to his justification; it goes before justification, and disposes 
a man to receive the free grace of justification. ‘ For Divine 
mercy,” as Davenant says, “ does not justify stocks, i. e. those 
who do nothing; nor yet horses and mules, i. e. those who 
kick against Him, and stick obstinately to their own lusts; 
but men, and those pricked in heart and contrite, and 
following the leading of the Word and Spirit of God.” 
Certainly one cannot but look on it as a prodigy, that 
learned and sensible men should be blind in so plain a 
matter. I pass to the third question. 

§ 8. The third question is—Whether remission of sins 
comes into the notion or definition of Gospel justification ? 
or whether the notion of Gospel justification includes remis- 
sion of sims. I answer in the affirmative, you in the nega- 
tive. Your opinion on this point you borrowed (as I learnt 
from the unfinished work which no long time back you 
published after your father’s death, with little consideration 
for his good name) from your very learned father T. G., 
whose praises I should have had great pleasure in recounting, 
had you been silent thereupon. Nevertheless with your 
leave, changing the names, I will use your own words in 
the notes on page 7. of my book on Hammond, a man of 
the highest reputation, and at least equal to your father. 
“The most learned and pious T. G., whose memory I esteem 
and honour, was not infallible, and has often stumbled in 
this argument.” I saw by chance a MS. in which two 
great divines are described as entering into a friendly con- 
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troversy on the subject of justification. Here was a system STRIC. 
of justification, with your father’s name attached to it, very Mee 
ingenious, like its author, and drawn out with no small 
labour ; but such as in matter of fact was not approved of 

by either of these divines. Certainly the ideas of the learned 
gentleman on this point, which you have undertaken to defend, 

are strange and novel, and opposed to the sentiments of nearly 

all the reformed divines. But to our purpose. In sifting this 
question, I will first endeavour to establish my own statement, 

and then refute your father’s and your own opinion. I will 
accomplish my first task thus. First, I will explain the state 

of the question; then I will bring forward the arguments for 

my opinion: lastly, I will answer your father’s and your own 
objections. 

§ 9. First as regards the state of the question—lst, it 
must be remarked that we do not assert that remission of 
sins 1s the whole of justification, or that it fills up the whole 
length and breadth of the idea of Gospel justification. ‘To 
justify’ (as the word is used in the N. T. on this point) is 
more than ‘ to remit sins,’ inasmuch as justification contains 
also the imputation of reward, as I have shewn at some length 
above, and therefore all that we maintain is, that remission 
of sins is included and comprehended in the notion of justi- 
fication, or is one act of Gospel justification. You on the 
contrary assert plainly that “remission of sins is an act 
entirely extraneous to justification,’ im your notes at page 
16 of my book. 2ndly, it must be observed that we do 
not assert that the word justification, of itself, implies the 
remission of sins; we are aware and allow that there may be 
cases of justification where there is no place for remission. 
In a human court, if an innocent man is brought to trial, he 
is acquitted according to the law by the declaration of a just 
judge, i. e. he is justified; but nothing is remitted to him, 
because he is not guilty of any crime ; and therefore you toil 
in vain to prove that which no man in his senses has ever yet 
denied. You must remember, my good Sir, that this is a 
question touching Gospel justification, or the justification of 
a sinner by the law of the Gospel. Here we confidently and 
without any hesitation declare, that Gospel justification 
necessarily includes remission of sins, and accordingly that a 
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sinner can be justified by the Gospel covenant in no other 
way than by the remission of sin. Grotius, as usual, com- 
prises the whole in few words: “ Justification,” he says, “as 
is well known every where in Holy Scripture, more especially 
in St. Paul’s Epistles, signifies acquittal, which (sin being 
presupposed) consists in the remission of sins, as St. Paul 
himself plainly declares, especially Rom. 4. 2, 6.” I would 
that this great man had not afterwards turned from this most 
genuine notion of justification to another. 38rdly, it must 
be particularly remarked, that when we assert that remission 
of sins is included and comprehended in the notion of justifi- 
cation, we do not mean a dare and simple remission of sins, 
but a remission of such a kind as is granted on satisfaction 
having been made according to some covenant, or law, and 
on certain conditions. For we are talking (as I am obliged 
often to repeat) of Gospel justification, consequently of that 
remission of sins which is granted in accordance with the 
Gospel covenant ratified by Christ’s blood, and under certain 
conditions prescribed and required in that same covenant. 
He who attends to these three things will easily perceive the 
truth of my statement, and will be able of himself, without 
other aids, to solve the objections which you and your father 
have brought against it. Nevertheless I will proceed in 
sifting the question according to the plan I proposed. 

§ 10. And so, in the second place, the arguments for my 
statement must be brought forward. Here, however, I will 
contend on the sole testimony of Scripture ; for what Gospel 
justification is, may be gathered, by the best and surest 
reasoning, from those passages of the New Testament in 
which it is described and, as it were, professedly explained. 
I will begin with a well known passage, quoted in the 
Harmony; “Be it known unto you therefore, men and 
brethren, that through this man is preached unto you the 
forgiveness of sins: and by Him all that believe are justified 
from all things, from which ye could not be justified by the 
law of Moses.” I said that Hammond had well determined 
that from this passage the true meaning of the word ‘justify,’ 
in St. Paul’s Epistles, could be best inferred. You do not 
agree, however, with this opinion of Hammond, and you 
accordingly ask, “Why, I pray, ought the meaning of the word 
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to be gathered from this text rather than from the long dis- STRIC. 
course of St. Paul himself, the very purpose of which is to 2" 
elucidate the sum of the Gospel, as consisting chiefly in the 
righteousness which is by faith?” But in truth, whether 

from having been carried away with the too eager desire of 
impugning Hammond with or without reason, or of defending 

your own rashly preconceived opinion, you have failed to 
remark that you have rejected even your great Calvin’s 
opinion, not to mention the lesser lights, the divines who 
followed Calvin. His words on the passage are as follows: 

“This passage shews plainly what the force of the word 
‘justify’ is in other places.” And this indeed is quite plain ; 

for there is scarcely another passage in which the idea of 
Gospel justification is explamed more fully. Your question 

is futile, since the idea of justification put forth in that 
passage is St. Paul’s own, and excellently well agrees with 

his long argument of which you speak. Let us, however, 

(apart from authorities, either Hammond or Calvin,) examine 

the passage itself freely and fully. My words are: “whence 

it is extremely clear, that the justification which is preached 

in the Gospel of Christ, is nothing else than the gracious 

act of God, by which for Christ’s sake He acquits those who 

truly believe, viz. those endowed with a perfected faith, and 

frees them from the guilt and punishment of all sins, even 

the greatest,” &c.; and what, I ask, can be clearer than I. Diss. i. 
this? you will say perhaps, (what you do say afterwards, and pe 
nothing else have you to say,) that ‘justification from sins’ in 

this passage means acquittal not only from guilt and punish- 

ment, but from the harm also and fault of sin, and so is a 

very different thing from remission of sins. By this answer, 
(besides that you are defending a manifest absurdity, viz. 

that a man, who has been once involved in sin, can be freed 

from the very fault of sin; of which we will speak more at 
length presently,) you contradict in the most plain terms the 

text itself, in which ‘the justifying,’ ver. 39, is expressly ex- ducawors. 
plained by ‘the forgiveness of sins,’ ver. 38 ; for not only do épeois_ 
interpreters (with the single exception of Grotius) agree, but “*°?™°” 
it is clear of itself, that the same benefit of remission which 

the Apostle had briefly mentioned ver. 38, he explains more 

fully ver. 39, by shewing both its condition, viz. faith in 
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Christ, and its superiority to that remission which the law of 


—_—— Moses granted: and this I have already remarked in the 
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§ 11. From this passage I pass to another equally clear: 
“Even as David also describeth the blessedness of the man 
unto whom God imputeth righteousness without works, say- 
ing, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose 
sins are covered. Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will 
not impute sin.” By these words St. Paul proves ‘that 
righteousness is imputed to a man,’ or that a man is justified 
‘without works,’ from the testimony of David asserting the 
blessedness of the man to whom God forgives sins. And 
what force is there in the Apostle’s argument, unless you 
hold that a man’s justification consists, at least partly, in the 
forgiveness of sins? If ‘justification’ and ‘forgiveness of 
sins’ are so separate from, and unconnected with, each other, 
as you maintain, surely the Apostle would have been arguing 
in this passage (as they say) round corners; and accordingly 
if I am convicted by you of unsound reasoning herein, I have 
my consolation :—I prefer being wrong with the blessed 
Apostle to thinking rightly with you. But see how much 
more widely still you differ from the greatest imterpreters 
(among the reformers) in the exposition of this passage. 
Calvin writes thus on the passage: “By these words we 
learn that ‘righteousness’ with St. Paul is nothing else than 
the ‘forgiveness of sins.’” Here Calvin’s statement, that 
righteousness is nothing else than forgiveness of sins, must 
be explained from other passages of his writings, in which 
he confesses plainly, that besides forgiveness of sins, “the 
imputation of righteousness” also is contained in the notion 
of justification. Musculus writes thus on the passage: “The 
third argument is a declaration and confirmation of the 
second ; justification is the forgiveness of sins; therefore we 
are not justified on account of our worthiness and desert.” 
Lastly Pareeus, in explanation of the chapter: “That the 
Apostle places justification solely in the forgiveness of sins 
is evident from ver. 6; for ‘ to pronounce blessed,’ ‘ to impute 
righteousness,’ ‘to forgive sins,’ ‘to cover iniquities,’ ‘not to 
impute sins,’ are used by the Apostle as equivalent terms. 
If one is here offended by the word ‘solely,’ we may re- 
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member that it may be explained in the same way as Cal- STRIC. 
vin’s words above mentioned. pee 

§ 12. A third passage, which is clear and plain, occurs 

Luke 18. 13, 14, where these two expressions are taken as 
equivalent, viz. ‘to be merciful to a sinner,’ (which is 
nothing else than ‘to forgive a sinner his sins,’) and ‘to 
justify a sinner.” For when Christ mentioned the words of 
the publican praying God “ Be merciful to me a sinner,” He 
goes on to remind us what was the effect of that prayer; “I 
tell you, this man went down to his house justified,” &c. 
Hear what Calvin says on this passage: “This passage,” he 
says, “teaches plainly what it is ‘to be justified’ in the proper 
sense of the word, viz. to stand before God as though we were 
righteous. For the publican is not said to be justified because 
he had acquired any new quality, but because, his guilt having 
been cancelled, and his sins done away, he obtained favour.” 
Whence it follows that ‘righteousness consists in the re- 
mission of sins.’ 

§ 13. There is also a well known passage, Acts 26. 17, 18, 

where St. Paul is said to be sent by Christ to the Gentiles, 
“to open their eyes and to turn them from darkness to hght, 
and from the power of Satan unto God, that they may re- 
ceive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which 
are sanctified by faith that is in Him.” For who doubts 
but that ‘to receive forgiveness of sins and an inheritance 
among the sanctified by faith in Christ’? means the same 
as when it is elsewhere said, ‘to be justified by faith in 
Christ ?? Therefore he who is justified, by the very fact of 
his being justified, receives these two benefits from God 
through Christ, “forgiveness of sins,” (afeow apuapTiov,) 
“and an inheritance among them that are sanctified,” («A7- 
pov év Tois Hrytacpévols) 1. e. ‘a right to a heavenly inherit- 
ance with all other saints,’ as I shewed above by many argu- 
ments. These two benefits fill up the whole nature and idea 
of Gospel justification, in the full extent of its signification. 

§ 14. A fifth argument may be drawn from some parallel 
passages, viz. “In whom we have redemption through His Eph. 1.7. 
blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of His 
grace.” “In whom we have redemption through His blood, Col. 1.14. 


even the forgiveness of sins.” ‘For all have sinned,” &c. Rom. 3. 
23, 24, 
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“ Being justified freely by His grace through the redemption 
that is in Christ Jesus.” “Being justified by His blood, we 
shall be saved from wrath.” What is said in the two last 
passages, ‘the being justified through the redemption that 
is in Christ Jesus,’ and ‘the being justified by the blood of 
Christ,’ is called in the former passages ‘the having re- 
demption through the blood of Christ.’ But this St. Paul 
expressly explains in the same passages by ‘ the having for- 
giveness of sins’ (éyew dheow traparTopatwr), or (a4uapTLav). 
For the words “ forgiveness of sins” are put in apposition 
with the former in this way: “in whom we have redemption, 
i. e. forgiveness of sins.’ And in this all interpreters agree. 
Now from all the passages here collated it is clearer than 
the day, that ‘to have redemption in Christ Jesus,’ or ‘ to be 
justified by the redemption which is in Christ Jesus,’ and 
‘to have forgiveness in Christ Jesus’ are equivalent. 

§ 15. Lastly, our opinion is confirmed by those passages 
where the whole of the Gospel is comprised under these 
two heads, viz. ‘repentance and forgiveness of sins. In 
Luke 24. 47, our Lord says that ‘repentance and remission 
of sins’ were to be preached in His name ‘among all nations.’ 
In Acts 5. 31, “ Him, (Christ,) hath God exalted with His 
right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to give repent- 
ance to Israel and forgiveness of sins.” In these passages 
the announcement of the Gospel is made in two parts, ‘a 
demand, and a promise.’ Repentance is demanded, under 
which the whole of obedience is comprised; forgiveness of sins 
is promised, in which is contained justification, and the 
acceptance of a man to eternal salvation. Yet these would 
not be contained therein, if, as you think, forgiveness of sins 
were an act wholly extraneous to justification. But under the 
word ‘repentance’ obedience is comprised, because repentance 
is the chief part of that obedience: so in the word ‘ forgive- 
ness’ the whole of justification is implied, because forgiveness 
of sins is no small part of our justification. Hence it is 
that in the well known passage, Heb. 8. 12, all that is 
simply promised by God in the New Covenant, (it is true, our 
sanctification also is there promised, or the writing of God’s 
law in our heart; but that is not simply promised, but is even 
exacted in some degree as a duty of ours, and has reference 
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to a condition required on our part,) is contained in these ST RIC. 
words : “I will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their hee 
sins and their iniquities will I remember no more.” To 
whom God grants forgiveness of sins, to him He even thereby 
grants all things. By all this, I think I have proved suffi- 
ciently that Gospel justification includes in its idea forgive- 
ness of sins, which was what I had to prove. 

§ 16. I will now, in the third place, answer the objections 
brought by you and your learned father on the opposite 
side. Here I will follow, step by step, the footmarks of your 
father, weighing thoroughly and accurately the arguments 
adduced in his posthumous writings against the common 
sentiments of the reformed divines. With your leave I will 
adopt this plan, especially as you have brought no objection 
that you have not borrowed from your father, and some 
things are adduced by him, which you have omitted. 

§ 17. Ossection I. The first argument of the learned man 
is drawn from the strict and most proper meaning of the 
word ‘ justification, as it is received in the Old or New 
Testament. Never, he says, is the word there used in the 
sense of ‘forgiveness of sins. This he proves by a sort of 
induction of passages in which the word justification or its 
inflexions are found. In all these, he says, substitute in the 
place of ‘to justify, ‘to forgive sins; in the place of the 
word ‘ justification,’ ‘forgiveness of sins;’ in the place of 
‘justified,’ ‘he whose sins are forgiven ;’ and see if the sense 
be quite suited to the passage where the word occurs; or 
rather, whether the meaning be not only discordant (with the 
sense of the passage), but also evidently absurd. He brings 
forward many passages of Scripture by way of examples. 
“Read,” says he, “the words of Judah to Joseph: ‘ How shall Gen. 44. 
we clear ourselves.’ Read the words of Moses respecting ” 
the judges: ‘ They shall justify the righteous, and condemn Deut.25.1. 
the wicked.’ Read David’s words to God: ‘That Thou Ps, 51. 4. 
mightest be justified when Thou speakest.? Job’s words to 
his friends: ‘God forbid that I should justify you.’ Christ’s Job 27. 5. 
of the sons of wisdom: ‘ Wisdom is justified of her children.’ Mat. 11. 
The <Apostle’s words concerning himself: ‘ For I know ee ry: 
nothing by myself, yet am I not hereby justified ;’ or con- 
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STRIC. says, “these passages in this way, (not to mention all the 


VIL. 


others,) and you will affix a sense to the words wholly un- 
suitable, nay, thoroughly repugnant to the meaning of those 
by whom the words were uttered.” I answer—A specious 
objection enough; but one which is easily refuted by what 
we laid down in determining the state of the question. For, 
first, we have granted that the word justification does not 
necessarily or of itself mean forgiveness of sins; but we say 
that such is the use of the word, that when applied to the 
law and tribunal of the Gospel, it includes in its meaning 
forgiveness of sins; to wit, ‘ to justify’ is ‘to pronounce 
righteous.’ Now, this is properly said of him who is truly 
just and free from fault. In this way no sinner can be 
justified. For it is impossible without a plain contradiction, 
that he who has once been entangled in sin should be pro- 
nounced by God truly righteous and free from fault, 1. e. as 
though he had never committed sin. Therefore the word 
justification, transferred to the law and tribunal of the 
Gospel, and used of the acquittal of a sinner, cannot be 
taken in its original sense. He is justified in this court 
and by this law, of whom God declares that, on the most 
just grounds, his guilt having been cancelled and his sins 
done away, it has seemed good to His wisdom, justice, and 
goodness, to treat such an one as righteous. Secondly, no 
passage is brought forward by the learned gentleman, where 
mention is made of the general” justification of a sinner 
according to the Gospel covenant, (the only matter in dis- 
pute,) to which his own rule cannot most fitly, and without 
altering the real meaning of the passage, be applied. And 
so his induction is lame and imperfect. In all the passages 
where mention is made of the general justification of a sinner, 
according to the Gospel covenant, if instead of the word 
‘justification’ or its inflexions you substitute ‘ forgiveness of 
sins’ or its inflexions, you will get a very good and consistent 
meaning. Thus all the places where man is said to be 
justified by faith, can be explained most suitably, and accord- 
ingly ought to be explained in this way; by faith a man’s 
sins are forgiven, and a right to eternal life and salvation is 
granted him by the Gospel covenant: and that this is the 
full meaning of Gospel justification, I have already shewn 
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by many arguments. Nay, I have brought forward many 
passages of Scripture where Gospel justification is expressly 
explained by forgiveness of sins; all which it is unfair to set 
aside for any man’s grammatical subtleties, be he never so 
learned. 

§ 18. Osszction II. It is evident that forgiveness of sins 
and justification are different things. For it is an un- 
questioned axiom, that things which differ in subject, differ 
from each other. And that forgiveness of sins and justifica- 
tion differ in subject is equally evident. For there may be 
justification where there is no place for forgiveness of sins, 
and, vice versd, there may be forgiveness of sins where there 
can be no justification. The learned man proves both by 
examples taken from Scripture. If any one, he says, does 
me an injury, [ can forgive him the fault, while yet in my 
judgment and thinking I do not justify him; vice versd, he 
who is falsely accused of doimg a wrong to aiahon may be 
justified ; yet nothing is forgiven him, inasmuch as he is free ?- 
from fault. 

I answer, first, we allow at once, that many examples may 
be found which shew that there may be forgiveness where 
there is no place for justification, and vice verséd. But we 
must not forget that the question is solely in reference to 
Gospel forgiveness and justification ; and surely these two do 
not differ in subject. God forgives no one his sins, according 
to the Gospel, whom He does not justify; and reciprocally, 
He justifies no one whose sins He does not forgive. The 
example, which the learned gentleman afterwards adduces, of 
the rebellious Israelites, whose sins God is said to have for- 
given, while it is certain that they were not justified by God, 
I should not have expected from a man of his candour and 
good sense; it being evident that a full remission is not meant 
there, of sane alone we are speaking; and accordingly he cor- 
rects himself, and allows in terms that, as regards the general 
state (to use his own expression) and condition of man, God 
forgives no man his sins whom He does not justify; so that 
this argument, even by his own decision, does not bear on 
the point. Secondly, since the controversy turns on Gospel 
forgiveness, it is plain that not a ‘bare’ and ‘simple’ for- 
giveness is meant, (such as is that when a man simply forgives 
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another, who has injured him, his offence,) but a forgiveness, 
if I may so call it, ‘legitimate’ (or conditional), which is 
granted according to a certain law and on certain conditions ; 
a bare forgiveness is not only not always, but never the same 
as justification. He whose sins are simply forgiven, can in 
no sense be said to be justified; since it is evident that 
justification is a term of law. On the other hand, a legiti- 
mate forgiveness, or that which is granted according to a 
certain law and on certain conditions, is rightly called justi- 
fication, and is always the same as the justification of a 
person who is forgiven according to a law. A good example 
of this occurs in human matters: a king who has subjects 
in rebellion, and guilty of high treason, offers them pardon 
for what they have done, under certain conditions; for 
instance, that within a stated day they lay down their arms, 
surrender themselves to him, and bind themselves by an 
oath of fidelity for the future. Here the rebel subject, if he 
perform the condition, obtains the pardon of his crimes 
according to the law of the prince, or is acquitted of the 
charge of treason by the same law, 1. e. he is justified. Such 
is the justification of a sinner by the law of grace promulgated 
in the Gospel. 

§ 19. Oxssection III., anp Last. Forgiveness in itself, 
viewed in its bare and simple notion, is an act of pure grace 
and mercy; but justification, properly speaking, is an act of 
justice. Therefore, &c.... The first part of the antecedent 
the learned man fairly takes for granted; the latter part he 
proves by many arguments, and shews at length that justi- 
fication is an act of justice, and not of pure grace and mercy, 
from the actual proper application of the word ‘to justify,’ 
which in every language, and in the common and constant 
use of men, is taken in the sense of justice. 

I answer, first, I grant both parts of the antecedent, viz. 
that forgiveness, considered by itself, is an act of free mercy 
and grace, and, that justification, beyond all doubt, is an act 
of justice. What follows from this? This only legitimately ; 
viz. that a man’s justification does not consist in a bare and 
simple forgiveness; and I grant this: especially as I have 
already shewn, that where there is a bare and simple for- 
giveness, there is there no place for justification ; and surely, 
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this has never been denied by the reformed divines, who have $ T RIC. 
taught that a man’s justification consists in the forgiveness of : 
sins: so that the learned man is here fighting with his own 
shadow. The question is not, whether a man’s justification 
in the Gospel covenant consists in a mere and bare forgive- 
ness, (such a question would imply a contradiction,) but 
whether a man’s justification in the Gospel covenant consists 
in that forgiveness which is granted by the same covenant ? 
This question we constantly answer in the affirmative, nor 
does the learned gentleman, in the whole course of his long 
argument, bring forward any thing to the contrary. For, 
secondly, the state and condition of Gospel forgiveness are 
the same as of Gospel justification. As far as Gospel justifi- 
cation is an act of justice, so far Gospel forgiveness is an act 
of justice. Again: as far as Gospel justification is an act of 
grace and mercy, so far Gospel forgiveness is an act of grace 
and mercy. As to the former, that Gospel justification is an 
act of justice, this may be proved by two arguments: first, 
that it is founded in Christ’s satisfaction ; secondly, that it is 
transacted by law, and according to law. But who does not 
see that by the same arguments it is as evident that Gospel 
forgiveness is also an act of justice? For, is not Gospel 
forgiveness founded in Christ’s satisfaction just as much as 
Gospel justification? Is not the Gospel forgiveness bestowed See Rom. 
by law, and according to law? Assuredly it is; for it is 7°" 


ared with 
therefore called Gospel forgiveness, because it is granted by Mat, 26, 
the law of the Gospel; and under certain conditions pre- 1, 7. bol. 
scribed by the same law. Hence God, in granting a penitent |: !* 
forgiveness of his sins, is called ‘just’ and ‘ faithful? Again: 1 Joh. 1.9. 
that Gospel justification is also, and that peculiarly, an act 

of grace and mercy, (although the learned gentleman here 

speaks in a way that is by no means safe, and seems to 
separate every notion of grace and mercy from the idea of 
justification—of which I will speak more presently,) the Holy 
Scriptures bear plain testimony. We are said ‘to be justified 

freely by His (i.e. God’s) grace’ (Secavodobat Swpedy TH avVTOD Rom.3.24, 
xapitt). Where the Apostle uses a remarkable pleonasm to Compare 
shew that the justification of a sinner must be attributed to 1 * ik 
the grace and mercy of God. Of the forgiveness of sins 

Holy Scripture speaks in like manner: “In whom (Christ) Eph. 1. 7. 


5A Refutation of absurdities and contradictions 


STRIC.we have redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of 

pe hh Sain according to the riches of His grace” (cata tov mXovTov 
THs xadpitos avTod). Therefore, let the learned gentleman 
turn which way he will, he will find nothing that may not be 
as equally said of justification as of forgiveness. 

§ 20. Thus, then, I have supported my own judgment on 
this question ; it remains, that I refute your and your father’s 
opinion. For although, on the statement of the common 
doctrine, your opinion falls to the ground of itself, yet I 
thought it might benefit the reader, were I briefly to explain 
it as it stands, and take it to pieces. Your opinion, then, (if 
I understand you rightly,) is something of this kind:—you 
hold, that a man is first made righteous by Christ’s satis- 
faction, and freed, not only from the punishment of sin, but 
also the fault of it, i. e. from the ‘desert’ of punishment ; 
that after this, all his sins are in consequence forgiven. 

p. 6. Your words, in the sheets annexed to the end of my book, 
are these :—‘ God in the justification of a sinner acts faith- 
fully as a just judge, when He acquits the faithful, whom 
Rom.5.19. Christ has made righteous by His obedience, of all the guilt — 
of his sins. Since the true forgiveness of sins mseparably 
accompanies justification, the Apostle proves from the Psalms | 
that a man is justified by faith without works, because man's 
Rom. 4 sins are forgiven without works. For on this account G 
does not impute sin to a Christian, because He had imputed to 
Christ the sins of a world reconciled to Himself, and imputes 
the righteousness of Christ to the faithful, as the Apostle says 
plainly, 2 Cor. 5.19, 21.” Afterwards, in the same sheets, 
you say, “ to justify is to acquit of the very desert of punish- 
ment, and make free from all blame;” and again, in the 
is same sheets, you say: ‘ He who is accounted righteous ‘and 
innocent on account of Christ’s propitiation and expiati 
of sin, must necessarily be forgiven all his sms, by the mere 
force of natural consequence.” 

§ 21. It were hard to say in how many and how great 
absurdities this opinion of yours is involved: let it suffice to 
mention three things only. 

Firstly, This opinion necessarily determines the imputation 
of Christ’s righteousness to be such as no reason can defend: 
nay it is diametrically opposed to Scripture and right reason. 
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All Catholics confess that it is by Christ’s righteousness STRIC. 
alone, or the obedience performed by Christ, that God is YU. 
willing to forgive a repentant sinner his sins, and not im- 
puting his guilt treat him as a righteous person, by giving 
him a right to salvation and life eternal. But not contented 
with this, you say that Christ’s righteousness is so imputed 
to us, that by it we are accounted by God really righteous 
ourselves, innocent, and free not only from all punishment, 
but also from all fault. God’s judgment is true according 
to truth, and therefore no man, who has once been entangled 
in sin, can be accounted by God really righteous, innocent, 
and free from sin. Of the imputation of Christ’s righteous- 
ness we will speak (D. V.) more at length presently. 
Secondly, This opinion labours under a manifest contradic- 
tion; it holds that a man who is already made righteous, 
and freed from all fault, is afterwards forgiven his sins and 
pardoned. Who can avoid hitting on so gross and palpable 
a contradiction? Surely where there is no fault, it is plain 
there can be no room for forgiveness. And so 
_ § 238. Thirdly, This opinion entirely takes away and over- 
turns all forgiveness of sins in that economy of God by which 
He justifies a man. This argument is closely connected with 
the preceding. If you acknowledge any forgiveness of sins, 
you must hold that that forgiveness is granted either before 
justification, or in the act of justification, or after justifica- 
tion. But in accordance with your opinion you can agree 
to none of these three. Before justification no one, I suppose, 
in his senses will say that a man’s sins are forgiven; that 
they are forgiven in the act of justification you openly deny ; 
that they cannot be forgiven after justification I have already 
_shewn; therefore according to your opinion all forgiveness 
of sins is entirely done away. But I have no need to speak 
here of inferences, for although you talk of forgiveness of 
sins constantly, it is evident you do not mean forgiveness in 
its true sense. Your words in the sheets added at the end 
of my book are plain: “He who is justified from a charge p. 6. 
has nothing forgiven him. Forgiveness of sins has no agree- 
ment with justification”’ I say the truth, I shudder as I 
read this new and dangerous doctrine. You are here digging 
up the very foundations of Gospel doctrine, which every 
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sTRIC. where proclaims, and with the greatest praises exalts and 
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extols that free gracious benefit of God, which is called 
(apeots daptiov) ‘forgiveness of sins.” Now may the im- 
pious heretics of Socinus’ school quote the words of a divine 
who glories in the title of orthodoxy in proof of their detest- 
able position, viz. “that Christ’s satisfaction being granted, 
forgiveness of sins is not a free gracious act ;” for you hold, 
that Christ’s satisfaction being granted, the forgiveness of 
sins is not only not a free gracious act, but that there is no 
forgiveness. I perceive at last with what judgment the most 
learned of men said not long ago, “It is a true and Catholic 
doctrine that Christ made satisfaction for the sins of men; 
but it has been fearfully corrupted by Calvin’s disciples ; so 
much so that in this respect their error is more dangerous 
than that of Socinus.” If any one wishes for an antidote to 
this poisonous doctrine, let him read Grotius’ book, (approved 
by all learned and Catholic men, and deservedly taken for 
a shield against the blows and all the weapons of Socinus,) 
where that great man shews at length and clearly, that for- 
giveness is so far from being opposed to foregoing satisfac- 
tion, that on the contrary “the sole object of satisfaction 
(which is a payment of debt such as may be refused) being 
admitted is to make room for forgiveness.” In the same 
chapter he proves against Socinus “the granting a free 
favour is not opposed at all to any sort of satisfaction ; it is 
not opposed to that (satisfaction) which is both freely ad- 
mitted, whereas it might have been rejected, and to which 
the benefited person contributes nothing: both which are 
the case with the satisfaction of Christ for us.” And a little 
after, “A thing is rightly said to be pardoned as also to be 
forgiven, even when a payment is annexed, but such a pay- 
ment as cannot but by an act of God’s will procure our 
deliverance. For even princes, when they pardon criminals 
capital crimes, usually appoint them some fine as well as 
some public deprecation of their fault; and they are not said 
the less on that account to forgive the crimes. How much 
more justly then will this word be used, when the required 
satisfaction does not proceed from us, but we obtain deliver- 
ance gratuitous as respects ourselves, although not absolutely 
gratuitous? and Scripture marks this when it speaks of our 


SS 


Testimony of St. Clement of Rome. 57 


being justified freely, but adds directly, ‘by the redemption 
which is in Christ Jesus.’” 

§ 24. To these words I will add by way of seal the well- 
known testimony of Clement of Rome, an apostolic Father 
and all but inspired, in his Epistle to the Corinthians, which 
by all learned men is accounted genuine. “Atevifwpev ets 
TO diva Tov Xpictod, Kal iSwpev ws eote Timov TO Ocw aiya 
auTov, 0, TL did THY hyetépay owrnpiay éxyvOey TavTi TO 
KOoM@ peTavolas yapw tmyveycev. “Let us gaze stedfastly 
on the blood of Christ, and see how precious His blood is in 
God’s sight, which, shed for our salvation, conferred the 
grace of repentance on the whole world.” These words I 
have ever thought worthy of being engraved in letters of 
gold, and by all who wish to study true theology, committed 
to memory for ever; inasmuch as they contain the genuine 
explanation of the satisfaction of Christ as given by a com- 
panion of the Apostles. I have no time at present to shew, 
how the testimony of this apostolic Father puts an end in 
these few words to all question as to the satisfaction of 
Christ, in opposition both to Socinians and others, who in 
shunning the Charybdis of Socinus have struck upon a no 
less dangerous Scylla. The intelligent reader will be able 
to understand this of itself. I infer two things only, which 
bear especially on our point; 1. that the satisfaction of 
Christ delivers no one ipso facto, but only effects this, that 
any one may be delivered from the guilt of sin under the 
condition and law of repentance; 2. that notwithstanding 
the satisfaction of Christ, it must be accounted the free 
grace and mercy of God that He allows a sinner to repent, 
or (as Clement afterwards explains himself) grants us a place 
of repentance, i. e. that He is willing to bless the penite it 
believer with the forgiveness of his sins. He spoke of the 
free grace of repentance to express the free act of God in 
this work. But this is our very position, that the satisfaction 
of Christ being granted, the forgiveness of sins is a free 
eracious act. 

And thus far then as to the third question, whether the 
idea of Gospel justification includes the forgiveness of sins ? 
on the determining of which we have dwelt the longer, as well 
because the question in itself is one of great moment, as also 
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and most of all because every where in your remarks you are 
reproaching me with the false idea I have of Gospel justifica- 


tion, and state it as my great mistake, the fountain and ~ 


source of various errors. But which of us has the truer idea 
of Gospel justification, the impartial reader may now decide. 

§ 25. There remains the fourth and last question, viz. 
whether, it being granted that forgiveness of sins is not 
necessarily included in the idea of Gospel justification, it 
is not still certain that the condition of both benefits, viz. 
Gospel forgiveness and justification, is exactly the same? 
This question I will solve in one word. You allow yourself 
that forgiveness of sins proceeds from justification by the 
force of natural consequence, (as you call it). But whatever 
is required for that which is the necessary consequence of 
justification, must also be required for justification itself. 
I entreat you, do you seriously think that any thing is neces- 
sary for the forgiveness of sins, which is not also necessary 
for justification ? You yourself remark (as we saw just now) 
that forgiveness of sins necessarily accompanies justification ; 
and therefore that the Apostle St. Paul rightly proved that a 
man is justified by faith without works, because a man’s sins 
are forgiven without works. Might I not then on the autho- 
rity of the Apostle argue thus—A man’s sins are not forgiven 
without repentance ; therefore a man is not justified without 
repentance? for you yourself bring the reason of the con- 
sequence in these words; “ Forgiveness of sins inseparably 
accompanies justification.” Therefore, if I granted you that 
forgiveness of sins is not contained in the idea itself of Gospel 
justification, (which I have shewn to be utterly false,) it would 
neither help your cause at all, nor injure mine; so that you 
have plainly spent all your labour in vain. 


STRICTURE VIII. 
ON I. DISS. ii. 8 p. 16. 


I here press those, who teach that faith is the sole instru- 
ment of justification, with a dilemma; in the elucidation of 
the first part of which I ask them, “ How can the works of 
repentance be necessary to him who hath been already justi- 
fied by faith alone?”?, You answer, “Shew one passage, if you 
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can, where the Holy Spirit determines works of repentance STRIC. 
to be requisite for justification. I know that this is im- UU 
possible ; nay, the contrary can be shewn—meanwhile I am 

aware, and allow that God exacts works of repentance from 

us on divers other accounts; but a man may obtain the 
righteousness of faith, who is cut off by death from the 
opportunity of bringing forth fruits of repentance.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE VIII. 


I have in that place brought forward some plain enough 
passages, in which the Holy Spirit determines that works of 
repentance are of necessity required for the remission of 
sins, to which I might have easily added numberless others; 
and that remission of sins and justification are equivalent 
terms, I have just made most evident. When you say it is 
possible for a man to obtain the righteousness of faith, who 
is cut off by death from an opportunity of bringing forth 
fruits of repentance, what is this but egregious sophistry ? 
The works of repentance are twofold; either internal, which 
are performed within, in a man’s inmost heart; such as 
sorrowing for sin, hating sin, humbly submitting oneself to 
God, flying to God’s mercy, loving God in Christ, and seek- 
ing Him before all things, the purposing a new life, and the 
like; or external, such as are completed in external act; of 
which kind are restitution, alms, &c. Only the works of re- 
pentance of the former kind are absolutely necessary to 
obtain the first justification, while the latter are necessary 
for its continuation when obtained, if God give man the 
opportunity of practising them. Yet these latter ought to 
be performed, in wish at least, by every man who is to be 
justified, which wish is to be comprehended under the 
purpose of a new life. All this I do not state in the passage 
to which you object, where I was talking of works of both 
kinds promiscuously, but had you a particle of candour you 
would acknowledge that I have stated this distinctly in 
other parts of my Dissertations. At the end of the second 
Dissertation (chap. xviii.,) I avowedly admonish the reader of 
what I would have thoroughly fixed in his mind, lest he 
should either misunderstand my Dissertations, or, in this 
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STRIC. most important point, should at the hazard of his salvation 
NMI. err from the truth ; where read these words of mine: “It 
§ 8. p.209. ust be understood, that only the internal works of faith, 
repentance, hope, charity, &c., are absolutely necessary to 
the first justification ; but the other external works, which 
appear in outward actions or in the actual excrcise of the 
above-named virtues, are only the signs and fruits of internal 
piety, being subsequent to justification, and to be performed 
See also provided opportunity be given.” But he who says it is pos- 
he eo sible for a man to obtain the righteousness of faith who is 
"prevented by death from performing these internal works of 
repentance, flatly contradicts our Lord, who openly de- 
Lu. 13. nounces eternal and inevitable destruction against all who 
Rak do not repent. 


STRICTURE IX. 
ON I. DISS. ii. 9. p. 17. 


Here I say, “What they advance respecting the instrumen- 
tality of faith in the matter of justification is a trifling piece 
of sophistry,” &c. On this you remark in the margin, 
“ Without any vaunting, we think and say, with the Holy 
Spirit in Sacred Scripture, that a smner throughmere mercy 
in Christ is justified by faith, of faith, and through faith, by 
God who looks upon the obedience which Christ has wrought 
for us, and that faith in the blood of Christ performs a special 
office towards our obtaining the righteousness of God; which 
Scripture, so far from assigning to good works expressly 
denies to them. Whether this influence (of faith) in obtain- 
ing righteousness according to God’s appointment is to be 
called instrumentality, is a mere dispute of words. The 
question is, whether good works have the same rank, and 
equal honour and efficacy with faith, so that God justifies us 
through and on account of them, just as through and on 
account of faith. This I deny with the Apostle, who proves 
his statement ; while you affirm without proving it.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE IX. 


§ 1. They who assert the peculiar instrumentality of faith 
in the work of justification, do not speak with the Holy Spirit 
in the Sacred Scriptures. I call on you to shew a single 
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passage, if you can, where the Holy Spirit says that faith is sTRIC. 
‘the one’ instrument of justification, which mode of speaking — tase 
alone I here object to. But you say, Although the Holy 
Spirit does not exactly say this, yet He says as much, since 
He declares every where that a man is justified in, by, and 
through faith; while on the other hand, he no where assigns 
justification to works, but expressly denies it to them, and 
hence it is clear enough that faith has a special office in 
obtaining the righteousness of God; which is all that was 
meant by those who have said that faith is ‘the one’ instru- 
ment of justification. Here I fancied I saw an Achilles—but 
on coming closer I discovered it was only a ghost. The whole 
of your assumption, viz. that justification in Sacred Scripture 
is every where attributed to faith, no where to works, is false. 
On the contrary, I affirm that justification is not attributed 
to faith ‘alone,’ but to other virtues also; and oftener to 
other virtues than to faith. 

§ 2. In order to make this plain, (and at the same time to put 
a stop for the future to this constant burden of yours,) I wish 
the reader to weigh with me very carefully the following 
observations. 1st. Let him remember that two things have 
been already proved; 1. that no inspired writer, but St. Paul, 
has taught in so many words, that a man is justified by faith 
without works; 2. that not even St. Paul himself has taught 
in so many words that a man is justified by faith withont 
works, except in argument, and in a controversy, wherein he 
was engaged with Jews and other enemies of the Gospel. 
2ndly. Let the studious reader observe, that among the other 
writers of the New Testament, the justification of a sinner is 
very rarely spoken of under the name or word ‘ justification;’ 
but if Iremember right, only in three places, Luke 18. 13, 14, 
Matt. 12. 87, and St. James, chap. 2, add to which Acts 
18. 39, where he is professedly speaking against those who 
misunderstood St. Paul’s doctrine. 38rdly. It must be re- 
marked, that what St. Paul calls ‘justification,’ by other 
sacred writers is generally spoken of as ‘forgiveness of sins.’ 
This is clear enough from what has been said in the Answer to 
the Seventh Stricture (Sect. 8,9, 10, &c.), and will be abund- 
antly clear to any one who examines the Sacred Scriptures. 
4thly. It must be remarked that wherever you find the justi- 
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fication of a sinner expressed by the very word ‘ justification’ 
in the Scriptures, with the exception of St. Paul’s Epistles, 
‘and that saying of St. Paul, Acts 13. 39, it is attributed not 
to faith, at any rate not to faith alone, but to other virtues 
also. Thus in Luke 18. 18, 14, it is attributed to the 
humble confession of a penitent and supplicating sinner: 
thus in Matt. 12. 37, it is attributed to men’s words, viz. 
as marks of their internal piety and purity. By St. James 
it is constantly ascribed not to faith only, but to works pro- 
ceeding from and conjoined with faith, and his (St. James’s) 
testimony ought to be equivalent to all the rest, since he 
wrote his Epistle with the design of answering those who 
‘abused St. Paul’s Epistles; of which I have often reminded 
you, so that I am surprised at your confident assertion that 
justification is no where in Scripture attributed to works. 
5thly. Lastly, it must be especially remarked that in those 
passages of Scripture where man’s justification is expressed 
by ‘forgiveness of sins,’ (which are almost without number 
both in the Old and in the New Testament,) it is almost 
always attributed to repentance, either directly or by some 
circumlocution, and that descriptive of repentance. Repent- 
ance and forgiveness of sins are a pair, as every one knows, 
constantly occurring together in the Scriptures. Nay in 
these two words is contained the whole of the Gospel, or 
what God in the Gospel either promises to us or demands 
from us, as is evident from Luke 3.3; 24. 47, and Acts 5. 31. I 
cannot but pity your voluntary blindness, (to retort your own 
words on yourself,) who will not see things which are so plain. 
From these observations one naturally concludes that St. Paul 
had a peculiar reason as well for almost always calling man’s 
absolution in his arguments by the term ‘justification,’ while 
the other sacred writers usually speak of the same under the 
expression ‘forgiveness of sins ;’ as also preferring to use 
the word ‘faith’ to denote the condition of this same abso- 
lution, while other inspired writers have more fully expressed 


‘it by the term ‘repentance.’ As to the latter, why St. Paul 


usually expresses the one condition of the Gospel by the word 
‘faith,’ I have already adduced satisfactory reasons in the 
Harmony, II. Diss. ch. v. To those add the following argu- 
ment. St. Paulis opposing the enemies of the Gospel, the Jews 
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especially, who, clinging pertinaciously to the Mosaic law, sTRIC. 
refused their faith to the doctrine of the Gospel. On these, —1*:— 
therefore, he every where inculcates faith as a first and 
necessary work to be performed, and accordingly if this were See Joh. 
done every thing else that the Gospel requires, would, by ee 
God’s grace, easily follow. Thus he says that ‘ righteousness Rom.4.24. 
will be imputed to those who believe on Him that raised up 

Jesus from the dead,’ i. e. to those who believe in the doctrine 

of the Gospel, confirmed by the resurrection of Christ from 

the dead ; not that this belief is sufficient of itself (for the 

very devils believe that the doctrine of Christ is true, and 
tremble), for obtaining righteousness, but because those 

with whom St. Paul argued, had need most especially of this 

faith, and, this faith granted, all the rest (as we said) by 

God’s grace would follow. This reason is closely allied to Compare 
the observation of Clement of Alexandria on the usual saying See 
of our Saviour to the Jews whom He healed, Thy faith hath 

saved thee: “ For those who were righteous under the law Strom. 6. 
had need of faith; wherefore, when our Lord healed them ne 
He said, Thy faith hath saved thee. But those who were 
righteous in philosophy had need not only to believe in the 

Lord, but to depart also from idolatry. And immediately on 

the revelation of the truth they too repented of their former 

deeds.” Afterwards in the same book, “So that when we p. 794, 
hear, Thy faith hath saved thee, we do not receive that 

He said absolutely, that they should be saved who believed in 

any way, unless works also followed. To the Jews only He 

said thus, who were under the law and lived blamelessly 
therein, who were only deficient in faith in the Lord.” As 

far as regards the first question, viz. why St. Paul in his 
discussions so constantly speaks of a sinner’s absolution by 

the term ‘justification,’ this I think must be gathered from 

the scope of the Apostle. For since the opponents of St. Paul 
contended for some sort of justification more properly so 

called, (i. e. as I suppose, one which rested on the accurate 
observance of the letter of the Mosaic law, though more See Mat. 
especially of the sacrifices and rites prescribed therein,) he ae 
was obliged to use the term ‘justification’ in argument, and 4—6. 


accordingly to repeat the same several times on common 


ground with them, and what he took away from the righte- 
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ST RIC. ousness of the law, under the same name to attribute to 
— faith ; otherwise the word ‘forgiveness,’ (which all the other 
sacred writers prefer,) used for the acquittal of a smner, 
would have shewn his purpose better, to express the grace 

and mercy of God in this matter. 

§ 4. Your next observation, that the question “ Whether 
the influence of faith in obtaining righteousness according 
to God’s appointment ought to be called instrumentality,” 
is a mere dispute about words I have no concern with. Let 
them see to it who have undertaken to defend this instru- 
mentality, (who they are you well know,) and have thrust on 
others that mode of speaking by which man is said to be 
justified by faith alone as the one instrument of justification; 
for such men in the place, whereon you inflict this censure, 
I alone am opposing. But what do I hear? are you not 
yourself defending this dispute about words? are you not 
putting the authority of the Holy Spirit on this form of 
speaking ? I could scarcely have believed you had so soon 
forgotten the words you wrote in the notes of the page just 
preceding in my book, in which you seriously warn me to 
beware “lest I make a mock of Holy Scripture, which says 
that faith is the one instrument which embraces the precious 
blood of Christ, the one ransom of the soul.” Nay, but in 
the following page you again defend the same mode of speak- 
ing; your words are, “I indeed am so dull that I see no 
reason why faith should not be called the instrumental 
cause.” What links shall bind me to such a changing 
Proteus? This inconsistency is a plain mark of a bad cause, 
of a man in great extremities, and quite at his wit’s end. I 
beseech you to take a position somewhere, and stand firm, 
that I may know where to be able to find you. Is faith the 
one instrument, on our part, of justification? If you deny it, 
I obtain what I contended for in that part of my Disserta- 
tions ; if you allow it, I again ask you, what sort of instru- 
ment you mean? a physical, i. e. a properly called imstru- 
mental cause? But the physical efficacy of faith, in the work 
of justification, I destroy by so plain an argument, (in the 
page of my Dissertations which your censure refers to,) that 
even you at length are ashamed of so senseless a fancy. 
Reflect on your own words: “We are not really such fools 
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as to say that the act of a creature has a physical efficacy in STRIC. 
producing an act of God.” Do you merely mean, then, that —2: 
faith is the one condition prescribed in the Gospel covenant, 
which is usually called a moral instrument? You must 
either say this or nothing; for in this work, besides an in- 
strument physical or moral, no other can be supposed; so 
you do at length take up your position here. Your words in 
the notes at p. 17 of my book are these: “We assert that 
faith, which is the gift of God, has by God’s appointment a 
real efficacy in obtaining the righteousness of Christ, so that 
by the sentence of God we are counted righteous, and ac- 
quitted of all crime. This suffices for its instrumentality.” 
These words find their fellows in the notes of p. 18: “Ina 
moral matter the instrument which is required is one of the 
same kind as the matter.” You say the same also in this 
very Stricture, when you explain the instrumentality of faith 
_by “the influence in obtaining righteousness according to 
God’s appointment.” You say, then, that faith is the one 
moral instrument of justification, or the one condition, ne- 
cessarily required for a man’s justification, according to 
Divine institution and appointment, as set forth in the Gos- 
pel covenant. But that repentance, or the turning from sins 
to God, out of a true love of and affection for God, is also 
a condition, and a primary one, necessarily required for the 
absolution of a sinner, according to Divine appointment as 
set forth in the Gospel; this truth, if I have not yet either 
in my Dissertations, or in this Examination at least, clearly 
proved, truly for the future I shall utterly despair of being 
able to prove any thing. 

§ 5. We come at length, under your guidance, to the real 
and genuine position of the question. You close your cen- 
sure thus: “The question is ‘whether good works have the 
same rank and equal honour and efficacy with faith, so that 
God justifies us through and on account of them, just as 
through and on account of faith?’ This I deny, with the 
Apostle, who proves his statement; while you affirm with- 
out proving it.” I do not believe that any, or at least if 
any, very few of those whose cause you have taken on your- 
self to defend at such length, would stand by your explana- 
tion of the question. Usually they professedly deny that 
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the proposition “ we are justified by or through faith” is to 
be understood as though God justified man on account of 
faith, or the worthiness of that virtue. In lke manner we 
also altogether deny that man is justified on account of 
works, or the worthiness of works. It may, however, be 
said in a very true sense, that a man is justified on account 
of faith, or on account of works, if it be said in reference to 
the gracious covenant of the Gospel established by the 
blood of Christ, in which justification and salvation are 
freely promised both to faith and other good works. And 
thus any virtue of ours is rightly said to have honour and 
efficacy with God, if we regard the more considerate (if I 
may so speak) estimation and judgment of God according to 
the same most gracious covenant. Thus “a meek and quiet 
spirit” is said by St. Peter to be in “the sight of God of great 
price,” (€ve@mvov tod Ocov mroAvTedjs). I have no doubt that 
you mean this; but if your words may be thus explained, you. 
have not given the true state of the question. For the ques- 
tion is not, whether faith or love is valued most highly by 
God, or which has the greatest influence in the matter of 
justification? (although that question may be easily solved, 
as we shall see presently,) but the question is, Whether 
faith alone is sufficient for a man’s justification? or whether 
repentance also and a turning from sins to God, proceeding 
from the true love of God, is not required for a man’s justi- 
fication? He who attributes the principal part in this matter 
to the single virtue, faith, is without doubt grossly self-deceived 
by his judgment. Yet no sober-minded peace-loving man 
would think he need therefore take much pains to oppose him 
or pull the saw of controversy with him, provided he acknow- 
ledge the entire necessity of repentance to a man’s justification. 
If he but agree on this point, he is at liberty to differ as to all 
other blessings in which there is no risk of his own, or others’ 
salvation. One of our own divines has beautifully illustrated 
this by the following simile. ‘ Suppose,” says he, “a good 
many physicians, summoned to consult on restoring a sick 
man to health, should at length all agree that three medi- 
cines were indispensably necessary for the restoration of his 
health; this ought to be enough for the sick man, although 
the physicians totally differed as to the peculiar and specific 
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efficacy of these medicines, and each man had his own opi- Sam C. 


nion: even so exactly, when it is allowed that faith, hope, 
and charity are so absolutely necessary to a man’s justifica- 
tion, and eternal salvation, that without any one of them he 
must altogether perish ; but he who has these three, while 
he has them, is not in hazard of his eternal salvation: this 
is sufficient,” &c. 

§ 6. However, since you so wish it, let us discuss the ques- 
tion as you have put it, (very unwisely and without consider- 
ation for your friends). Certainly, whatever virtue of ours is of 
greatest price and honour with God, to it (if to any virtue of 
ours) our justification must be chiefly attributed ; since we 
cannot have a surer mark or plainer sign of any virtue of 
ours being most valued by God, than this, that it has seemed 
good to His great Goodness to confer on that virtue the 
greatest benefit, viz. justification. Therefore you may bring 
the question at length to this, Which virtue is in greatest 
estimation and honour with God, faith, or love which pro- 
duces all other good works? Hear the Apostle St. Paul on 
this: “'Though I have all faith ....and have not charity, 
I am nothing ;” and in the last verse of the same chapter, 
“and now abideth faith, hope, charity, these three, but 
the greatest of these is charity.” Vain therefore is your 
remark at page 21 of my book: “We contend not for the 
superiority of faith, which we allow to be inferior to charity ; 
we speak only of the use and efficacy of faith in order to 
justification.” For, 1st, you contradict yourself; you just 
now said that no good work had equal honour and efficacy 
with God as faith: now you allow that faith is inferior to 
charity. Again, you said just now that the question is, 
Whether good works have equal honour and efficacy with 
faith, so that God justifies us on account of them, just as on 
account of faith. Now, on the contrary, you say that you 
are not arguing for the superiority of faith. 2ndly, It is very 
absurd, and carries with it the same contradiction, to deny 
faith to be the chiefest virtue, and yet allow it a peculiar use 
and efficacy in obtaining justification. Certainly that virtue 
is fairly accounted (as we said just now) to be the most 
excellent which has a peculiar use and efficacy in obtaining 
God’s most excellent benefit, viz. justification. And what, 
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STRIC. then, is the excellence which you concede to love, if you 
PP 3. fake away from it all use and efficacy in order to justifica- 
tion? Lastly, you flatly contradict the Apostle St. Paul. 
He teaches plainly enough that faith by itself and without 
love avails not with God; but you say, that faith of itself 
has all power with God, i. e. has a peculiar efficacy in ob- 
taining that benefit of God, which comprises every thing 
else. See our observations in the examination of your Second 
Stricture. But I am now, and (I should think) the sober 
reader is tired of these subtilties. 


STRICTURE X. 
ON, DISS.cin: Bs atk 


I had said that the ‘royal law,’ ‘the law of Christ the 
king,’ was no other than the moral law itself, according as 
Christ Himself set it forth, perfected it, and imposed it on 
His disciples to be necessarily observed as His law. To 
these words I subjoin the followimg. “This must be parti- 
cularly observed, that we fall not into the same error as 
Luther, and most of our own divines after his time: who in 
disputing with the Roman Catholics concerning justification, 
and carried away in the heat of controversy, have introduced 
the following error into the Reformed Churches, greatly to 
their disadvantage. They taught that the Gospel consisted 
of promises only ; that Christ gave to the world no law, but 
only explained the law already given; and freed it from the 
faulty comments of the Scribes and Pharisees; that the only 
use of the moral law at present, is to bring men to the faith 
of Christ, or at least, that there may be some determinate 
laws of conduct, recommended indeed to us by Christ, and 
which we are bound out of gratitude to obey ; but not im- 
posed upon us on pain of damnation, nor as a condition of 
the New Covenant necessarily to be observed to salvation. 
From these principles unguardedly laid down by them, and 
eagerly adopted by the generality of theologians, arose by 
strict and regular deduction, the execrable tenets of the 
Antinomians, Libertines, and Familists; which those good 
men by no means expected.” You remark, “You are fasten- 
ing a mere calumny on our divines: for where do Whittaker, 
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Perkins, Prideaux, Abbot, Davenant, White, &c., teach that STRIC. 
the Gospel consists of mere absolute promises, that Christ : 
our only lawgiver gave no law: where do they preach this 

medley of vain doctrine? Surely for an eminent man and 

one above the generality of theologians, you speak very 
unguardedly.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE X. 


§ 1. I have not here fastened a calumny on any one, nor 
have I spoken unguardedly, but advisedly; but you have 
totally misunderstood my words. By ‘ our divines’ I by no 
means meant the divines of our own or the Anglican Church, 
but more generally the divines on our side, i. e. Protestants 
as distinguished from Roman Catholics, who were opposed, as 
I afterwards say explicitly, by our divines with an excessive 
zeal. And here I have not used bad Latin to express my- 
self; for Cicero speaks of ‘ our’ philosophers, (nostrates phi- 
losophos,) for philosophers of our school, and of ‘our words,’ 
(nostratia verba,) for words which are used by those of our 
profession. This is remarked by Laurentius Valla, Elegant. 
il. 8, in these words; “ Nostras, Vestras, and Cwas not only 
mean one’s country and nation, but also party, and, as it 
were, school: as, Vestrates philosophi non sunt ita populares et 
favorabiles ut nostrates, qui ab Epicuri schola prodierunt, and 
cujates philosophi vos estis? Stoicine? an Academici? an 
Peripatetict ? an nostrates Epicuret? Cicer. Putaresne un- 
quam accidere posse, ut mihi verba deessent, non solum illa 
vestratia oratoria, sed hec etiam levia nostratia?” Would, 
however, that it were but an idle tale that many of our re- 
formed divines, who have written against Roman Catholics 
on the question of justification, have in their writings handed 
down to us that medley of absurd doctrines (as you call them, 
whereas you ought rather to have called them most perni- 
cious). Alas! too many of their doctrines, still more fearful 
Gf possible) than these, have long since been exposed to all 
the Christian world by our common adversaries the Roman 
Catholics, so that it would be to lttle purpose to cover the 
sore. Surely piety bids us, zeal for God’s glory demands of 
us, to join the Roman Catholics in openly and freely con- 
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STRIC.demning such dogmas, as often as there is opportunity, 
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although they spring of our own party: both that they (the 
Roman Catholics) may not seem to have good reason in lay- 
ing a charge, as is their way, against the whole reformed 
religion, which is in reality an error only of individual 
teachers; and more especially that our candidates for the 
sacred ministry may not to their own great hazard and that 
of the flock hereafter to be entrusted to them, incautiously 
embrace so pestilent a divinity, which is concealed every where 
like a snake in the grass, in certain books, which obtain too 
much in our schools. I am not conscious of having stirred 
up this dunghill with any other motive. 

§ 2. As far as regards the divines of the English Church, 
they would not be really such if they defended this medley 
of dogmas: since our seventh article, in the latter part, 
avowedly it would seem, condemns these doctrines. Besides, 
our divines always have been for the most part so well versed 
in the writings of the old and Catholic doctors (as being 
nursed in a Church which after the sacred Scriptures 
reveres most highly all that is left to us of the Fathers) that 
they could not but be disgusted at doctrines so uncatholic (if I 
may so speak). In other places too, foreign divines, who have 
handed down those dangerous doctrines in their writings, 
have generally erred grievously against the confessions of 
their own Churches, which on this point are almost all sound 
and orthodox. 

§ 3. But listen! what if I shew plainly that you yourself 
in these notes have taught doctrines from which all this 
medley of vain doctrine may be deduced by necessary 
inference? Certainly this is no difficult task; let us see.— 
I am speaking throughout the whole of the chapter, of the 
moral law given by Christ, tempered by the grace of the 
Gospel, and accompanied by the aid of the Holy Spirit. 
Let the reader now hear what you commend to me, asterisked 
as most worthy to be observed and remarked concerning 
this law, in the Stricture just preceding. ‘“ Mark well,” you 
say, “that the moral law is a law of works: but remember 
that boasting is not excluded by the law of works, but by the 
law of faith; and on this account we are justified by faith 
without works, that boasting may be excluded.” It cannot 
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easily be said how full of absurdities this Stricture is: but STRIC. 
I will mention only what bears on the point. If the moral —*:— 
law, as far as it is considered by us in this chapter, be in truth 
such a law of works as is meant by the Apostle in the 
passage you quoted, and from which boasting is not excluded, 
it follows necessarily that no Christian, no believer is under 
the obligation of the moral law, as far as we see; since no 
believer has any thing to do with the law of works, which 
affords a handle for boasting. But this conclusion embraces 
that whole medley of vain doctrine. 

Moreover, also, those dogmas follow from your doctrine of 
imputed righteousness as also from this, viz. that you ex- 
pressly deny that the moral law is put before us by Christ as 
the rule of our justification, which we shall clearly prove in 
the examination of the Strictures immediately following. 


STRICTURE XI. 
ON THE SAME CHAPTER AND SECTION, p. 21. 


I say, that “it must be ever observed, as an undeniable 
truth, that Christ, in His sermon, not only explained the See Mat.s. 
moral law, but also laid it down as His own, and required its 
observance, assisted by the grace of the Gospel, from all 
Christians, as a condition of His covenant, indispensably 
necessary.” Upon this (after other things which we have 
examined above) you remark: ‘ No one denies that there is 
a twofold righteousness necessary for a Christian; the one of 
Christ, imputed to the faithful; the other performed by him- 
self: the former is obtained by faith; the latter is exercised Mat. 5. 16. 
and shewn by works.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XI. 


§ 1. Every one sees that this Stricture, if you consider the 
passage it refers to, is wholly irrelevant. But as you are 
always putting forwards this distinction between two right- 
eousnesses, as a Gorgon’s head, against me, and generally use 
it to elude the force of almost all my arguments, I determined 
here, once for all, (especially as amid so confused a mass as 
that of your Strictures I could not find a more suitable place 
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for doing so), to speak more at length of this distinction, and 
to shew that you both hold an untrue imputed righteousness, 
and entirely take away all inherent righteousness. 

§ 2. We must first treat of the righteousness of Christ 
imputed to us, and first of the phrase in which Christ’s 
righteousness is said to be imputed to us. 1. It is certain 
that that phrase no where occurs in Scripture. 2. It is 
equally plain that im most, and those the most notable Con- 
fessions of the reformed Churches, it is altogether omitted. 
Of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness you will not find 
a syllable either in our own Confession, or that of Augsburg, 
Strasburg, Wirtemburg, Bohemia, Flanders, &c. No one, 
therefore, who lives in one or other of these Churches, is 
bound by his subscription to embrace a phrase of this sort ; 
but it is open to all such to enquire how far that phrase 
agrees or disagrees with Scripture and right reason. 3. It 
must be observed, that that phrase ill agrees with the well- 
known words of Scripture, in which ‘ faith’ is said to be 
imputed to man for righteousness. Those words can be 
taken in no other sense than this, viz. that God m the Gospel 
counts our faith (viz. which is ‘ perfected by love,’ as St. Paul 
explains himself) for our righteousness, and determines it to 
be rewarded. Therefore, not the righteousness of Christ, but 
our faith, is imputed to us for righteousness. Wherefore ? 
for the worthiness of the thing itself? God forbid: but on 
account of the meritorious satisfaction of Jesus Christ alone, 
by which He obtained of God, that under this condition we 
might be made partakers of righteousness and salvation. 
Therefore, according to the Scriptures, the righteousness of 
Christ is not properly that (N. B.) which is imputed, but 
that on account of which our faith is imputed for righteous- 
ness. 4. Lastly, it must be especially remarked, (which a 
man of great learning has long since observed), that the 
phrase in which Christ’s righteousness is said to be imputed 
to us, if it be taken rigidly, cannot agree with that which 
expresses the proper and genuine doctrine of the reformed 
Churches, in which righteousness is said to be imputed to us 
on account of the merit and obedience of Christ. For if we 
will have both to be true to the letter, we must say that 
‘the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us on account of 
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the righteousness of Christ ;’ which expression bears with it STRIC. 
a manifest want of exactness. But enough of the expression: 
we will now examine the thing itself. 

§ 3. The Cathohe doctrine is, that faith, repentance, hope, 
love, and all other virtues and good works of ours, by no 
means of themselves or by their own desert avail to any one’s 
being justified, i. e. so that he is acquitted of his sins before 
committed, is held by God to be righteous, and is pleasing 
to and accepted by Him to salvation and life eternal; but 
that this is alone and entirely owing to the meritorious satis- 
faction of Jesus Christ, by which alone the gracious covenant 
(called the Gospel) was obtained and ratified, in accordance 
with which we are made partakers, under those most favour- 
able conditions, of justification and salvation. So our Church, 
Article XI.; “ We are accounted righteous before God only 
for the merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, and not 
for our own works and deservings,” &c. So all the Confes- 
sions before mentioned. Nor is any thing else meant by the 
Confessions (which are very few) in which the phrase “ the 
righteousness of Christ is imputed to us” is found in so 
many words. Hear the words of the Gallican Confession, 
Article XVIII. “We believe that all our righteousness 
consists in the forgiveness of sins, which is, as David bears 
witness, our only happiness. And therefore all other methods 
by which men think that they can be justified before God, 
we utterly reject: and throwing away all opinions of our 
virtues and deservings, we entirely rest in the obedience 
of Jesus Christ alone; which indeed is imputed to us as 
well that all our sins may be covered, as also that we may 
obtain favour before God:” where they say that the righteous- 
ness of Christ is so far imputed to us, that on its account we 
obtain forgiveness of our sins and are accepted by God unto 
salvation. And whosoever will avow that by the imputation 
of the righteousness of Christ he means this only, has my 
leave to use this way of speaking freely himself, as long as he 
does not thrust it on other people. 

§ 4. But it is evident that by the expression in which you 
say that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us, you 
mean something very different. You hold that the righte- 
ousness of Christ is imputed to us so that it ‘really’ becomes 
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ours, and we are accounted by God to have performed it in 


__ Christ ; whence it follows that we may be said to be perfectly 


righteous by that righteousness, i. e. properly free not only 
from all punishment, but even from all fault of sm. That 
this is your genuine opinion I have sufficiently shewn from 
your own words quoted in the examination of Stricture VII. 
§ 20, 23. Moreover in other places besides you speak to the 
same effect. Thus in a sufficiently lengthy Stricture, annexed 
to the end of my first Dissertation, you say that ‘ God has 
conferred the obedience of Christ on the faithful, that being 
partakers of this, and being enriched with the riches of their 
Surety, they might be justified.” In hke manner in the 
notes at p. 164 of my book you write thus :—* The righteous- 
ness of Christ, which we obtain by His satisfaction conferred 
by God upon us and imputed to us, and accepted as though 
it were our fulfilment of the law, is communicated to us, so 
that we are ‘ the righteousness of God in Christ;’ and there- 
fore this righteousness is no less truly said to be in us than 
holiness itself is said to be in us. But there are different ways 
of things being in us; quality is in us in one way, relation 
in another.” <A doctrine could not be stated perhaps more 
harmful or more dangerous. Truly you here lay the very 
foundations of the most pestilent heresy of Antinomianism : 
this is that source of error from which the extreme Libertines 
derive their fearful doctrines by a necessary consequence. 
Read the writings of those who in the late anarchy of our 
Church (never to be thought of without tears) openly 
defended Antinomianism: especially the sermons of Tobias 
Crispe, styled a D.D. to the disgrace of that sacred title. It 
shames me to tell my foreign readers how many deductions, 
loathsome to Christian ears, this Crispe draws from your 
assertion, and that with so plain an inference, that I confess 
I cannot refute his writmgs on your hypothesis; what you 
may be able to do, I know not. But leaving these mon- 
strosities, it is not difficult to prove that the imputation of 
the righteousness of Christ which you maintain, plucks up 
by necessary consequence the very foundations of the Gospel, 
and overturns the whole of God’s economy as revealed in the 
New Testament. 

§ 5. First, this imputation cannot stand with the forgive- 
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ness of sins on God’s part. This I have shewn fully (in the sTRIC. 
course of discussing another question) in the examination of 
Stricture VII. § 22, 23. Nevertheless, perhaps it will be 
worth while to recollect what we said there, and adapt it 
specially to the present question. If you acknowledge any 
forgiveness of sins, you must hold that that forgiveness is 
granted either before the imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ, or in the act of imputation, or after it: but neither 
- of these can be held consistently with your opinion. That 
before the imputation of the righteousness of Christ the sins 
of man are forgiven, no one in his senses would affirm ; since 
all orthodox teachers agree that sins are not forgiven except 
for the righteousness and meritorious satisfaction of Jesus 
Christ. That sins are not forgiven in the act of imputation, 
as you hold it, is also plain: since the imputation which you 
hold is wholly incompatible with the forgiveness of sins. 
This is clear as day, that to him who is endued with 
completely perfect and absolute righteousness, and is ac- 
counted accordingly faultless before God, nothing is forgiven 
by this act of God. Lastly, that a man’s sins are forgiven 
after the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, cannot be 
affirmed without plain contradiction. For he who is ac- 
counted perfectly righteous and faultless by God, neither 
stands in need of forgiveness of sins, nor is he capable of 
being forgiven: since all forgiveness presupposes fault. 
Therefore the imputation of the righteousness of Christ 
which you maintain, takes away entirely the forgiveness of 
sins, (which is the chief part of the Gospel,) and so must 
accordingly of course be rejected by all pious men. 

§ 6. Secondly, that imputation is wholly incompatible with 
the necessary requisition of repentance on our part. This 
follows from the former. The imputation of the righteous- 
ness of Christ which you hold, by the very fact of its taking 
away forgiveness, renders the command also of repentance 
wholly nugatory; since there is such a connection between 
repentance and forgiveness of sins, that if one is taken away 
the other is taken away also. Besides, what need has he of 
repentance of sins, who is already by God’s sentence ac- 
counted righteous and wholly free from sin? What need 
has he of that imperfect righteousness, who by a faith of 
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some sort, and before all true repentance, has already ob- 
tained the righteousness of the law, i. e. the most perfect and 
absolute ‘righteousness ?? Hence, that prodigy of divines, 
Dr. Crispe, whom I mentioned just now, has not blushed, 
has not feared openly and avowedly to assert, (consistently 
enough with his own, would that I could say not with your 
principles,) that no repentance is required from a man to 
obtain forgiveness of his sins; (monstrous to think of, and 
fraught with what wrong to the satisfaction of Christ!) that 
the repentance commended in the Gospel is nothing else than 
a sort of generous and spontaneous grief, by which a man 
who is elect is greatly grieved that he has offended a God so 
infinitely good, Who has now fixed all his sins upon Christ ; 
nay, that a man may not, in the petition of the Lord’s prayer 
“ Forgive us our trespasses,” have this meaning, that he may 
obtain forgiveness of sins; (for that this would not be pray- 
ing by faith, nay, that such prayer would be abomination to 
God ;) but have only in his mind the sense and knowledge of 
his acquittal now sealed and obtained through Christ’s death. 
Of all these paradoxes, (at the hearing of which the most holy 
doctors of the ancient Church, were they in the flesh again, 
would be horror-stricken, and exclaim, as of old one of them, 
“O God! to what times hast Thou reserved us that we 
should endure this?”’) of all these, I say, you lay the. founda- 
tion, in asserting that Christ, in the person of the elect, has 
satisfied God’s justice; that as our Sponsor, He has paid all 
our debts; in a word, that the righteousness of Christ is 
‘really’ ours, and before any repentance of ours. If you 
allege that I have undeservedly and invidiously loaded your 
opinion with these dreadful consequences, I ask of you but 
one thing, intelligibly explain to me how repentance accord- 
ing to your supposition is really necessary to the obtaining 
forgiveness of sins: if you do this, I will confess myself 
guilty; I will throw myself at your feet, and earnestly ask 
pardon of you. 

§ 7. Thirdly, that imputation entirely takes away all ne- 
cessity even of faith to obtain justification ; and that being 
granted, it follows necessarily that a man’s justification is 
prior to his faith, which assertion is the very dregs of Anti- 
nomianism. I know you will be disgusted at the inference, 
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but I also know that you cannot escape it if you will be con- sTRIC. 
sistent. The state of the case is this: It is absurd to hold _~!: 
that the righteousness of Christ is made really ours by faith ; 

for if it is really ours, it must be ours before we believe; 

faith can have nothing to do with this. They who teach that 

the righteousness of Christ is really ours, must hold with the 
Antinomians, that we ourselves, in the judgment and estima- 

tion of God, have performed most perfect righteousness in 
Christ, and have no less truly satisfied Divine Justice, than if 

we had done it in our own persons; nor can that righteous- 

ness in any other way become really ours. Hence it neces- 

sarily follows, that assuming the satisfaction of Christ, all 

those to whom that satisfaction appertains, ipso facto, (before 

any faith of theirs,) are freed from the guilt of sins and made 
righteous. I therefore ask of you, whether the righteousness 

of Christ is our own on this account, viz. that in the judg- 

ment and estimation of God, we ourselves have performed 

that righteousness in Christ? If you affirm this, then it 
follows that the righteousness of Christ was really ours 
before we believed, viz. immediately after the sacrifice of 
Christ was consummated; if you decide otherwise, then it 

is plain that the righteousness of Christ cannot afterward 

really become ours. The fruit and effect of the saving 
righteousness and satisfaction of Christ can indeed depend 

on our faith, (and so does really depend,) so that we do not 

attain it before we embrace Christ with a true and living 

faith: but that the very righteousness of Christ can be made 

really ours by faith, which was not ours before we believed, 

is impossible. This was clearly enough seen by the more 
learned of the foreign divines who taught that imputation 

of the righteousness of Christ which you defend, and there- 

fore, that they might be consistent, they openly and dis- 
tinctly asserted that the imputation of the righteousness of 

Christ was altogether previous to our faith. Thus Piscator, in Resp. ad 
“Men are really reconciled to God before they believe.” So eter 
Bernhard, “This forgiveness of sins or justification in the ”. p. 102, 
mind of God precedes our faith, (which is our union with >... 
Christ). Wherefore we say that the faithful elect believe Disput. 
without doubt, that the satisfaction of Christ has been im- sh he 
puted to them by God the Father for the forgiveness of sins ; °®: P- 1°0. 
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i.e. that God the Father had forgiven them all their sins 
before they believed.” Lastly, thus Smoutius in his “ Pater 
noster,” which he dedicated to his national synod; “We 
defend the doctrine of eternal election and forgiveness 
of sins against those who contradict it, and who hold that 
our sins are then at length forgiven and covered, when we 
are believers and in our due time are justified by faith; and 
that the more, because our sins must be covered and for- 
given before we can believe.” He also says, “ Forgiveness 
and non-imputation of sins precede and effect the knowledge 
of God, faith, conversion, regeneration, and renewal of heart, 
while we are yet of the world, le in our sins, and profane 
the holy name of God.” Is not this doctrine mightily evan- 
gelical? The same, however, not long ago, was (shame to 
write it) edited and defended by John Maccovius, professor 
of divinity in the University of Franeker; and a few years 
before a learned man in Flanders seriously complained that 
this most pestilent doctrine had spread much in the reformed 
Churches of those parts. 

§ 8. Fourthly and lastly, that imputation wholiy overturns 
the Catholic doctrine of universal propitiation made by 
Christ’s death for the sins of the whole world. For if Christ 
performed satisfaction in the person of those for whom He 
died, and they are therefore accounted really righteous and free 
from sin by God, it follows necessarily that that satisfaction 
never had reference to the reprobate, as they are called: and 
so you will observe that they who defend this imputation of 
the satisfaction of Christ, all consistently deny that that 
satisfaction was made and offered for the whole human race. 
But the restriction and limitation of the satisfaction of Jesus 
Christ to certain particular persons, not only opposes innu- 
merable testimonies of Holy Scripture, and those of the 
plainest import, (for for no article of our faith can clearer 
passages be alleged than those which are adduced for the 
universal propitiation of our Saviour,) but also the unani- 
mous consent of the old Catholic doctors, as well as, lastly, 
the constant and every where self-consistent doctrine of our 
Church. What need of words? If Christ died not for all, 
vain is the preaching of the Gospel, vain also is faith, which 
is enjoined in the Gospel on all to whom that Gospel is 
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announced. The office of preaching the Gospel was com- STRIC. 
mitted by Christ to the Apostles in these words, “Go ye aa 
and preach the Gospel to every creature ;”’ and such is the 
force, and such the extent of their command, that if one 
preacher could go over the whole world, and meet all and 
each mortal, he might offer Christ to each, and under the 
condition of faith announce and promise salvation to be 
obtained through Christ. For the serious calling of a man 
to believe presupposes an object prepared whereon he may 
believe. For if he for whom Christ died not were called to 
the faith in Christ, faith would be demanded for a false 
object, nay, no object at all as far as regards the man called. 
It would be just the same as if a preacher of the Gospel 
‘should call some devil clothed in a human form and mingling 
among men to faith in Christ, and -promise him, if he be- 
lieved, eternal life. Such a calling would be an error on the 
part of the caller, and empty on the part of the called, be- 
cause he is called to believe in Christ, to whom Christ’s 
merits are not by God’s appointment applicable: and salva- 
tion is conditionally promised to one, to whom, even sup- 
posing that he believed, yet salvation is denied from want of 
a sacrifice and covenant pertaining to him. Moreover if 
Christ died not for all, then all would not be bound, as soon 
as the doctrine of the Gospel was made known to them 
concerning Christ our Redeemer undergoing death for the 
sins of men, on that account, to gratitude and the service of 
Christ. For we cannot with any reason say that they are 
bound to be grateful or perform services on account of the 
death of Christ, who are in every way utterly shut out from 
that benefit. Nor to any persons after the mystery of the 
death of Christ has been made known to them, can that text 
be truly applied, “Ye are bought with a price: therefore 1Cor.6.20. 
glorify God in your body and in your spirit :” nor “ He died 2Cor.5.15. 
for all, that they who live should not henceforth live unto 
themselves, but unto Him who died for them, and rose again.” 
For unless it be meant that Christ died for all, the founda- 
tion on which the ministers of the Gospel build exhortations 
of this kind will always be uncertain and very often false. 
Always uncertain, because men cannot know who are the 
elect: very often false, as often forsooth as it is applied to 
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those who are not elect, who upon this title of redemption 
would not be bound to live to Christ, unless it be presup- 
posed that Christ has truly redeemed them. Lastly, Christ 
Himself could not by right of His death (which the Apostle 
expressly says He can) assert supreme dominion over all and 
each, if He did not really die for all and each. Here I have 
almost used the words of one of our most learned writers ; 
would that he had been able to make the rest of his 
scheme to agree with these words! And so the sum of 
all is—take away the universal propitiation which was made 
by Christ’s death, and you at once put an end to all preach- 
ing of the Gospel; the universal obligation of men to whom 
the Gospel is made known, to believe in Christ, and to 
perform grateful service to Him, as their Redeemer, is taken 
away; lastly, the universal dominion and empire of Christ 
over all men by right of redemption is taken away, 1. e. the 
very foundations of the whole Gospel are torn up. Whence 
the opinion of those who deny that the propitiation of Christ 
has reference to all men was deservedly condemned of old, 
as plainly heretical, in the Predestinarians, as they are called, 
by the Council of Arles: “Anathema to him who shall say 
that Christ died not for all, and would not all men to be 
saved.” And this anathema of the Council of Arles was 
reiterated by the Synod of Lyons which was held soon after. 
Again I say that the universal satisfaction of Christ is not 
consistent with the imputation which you defend: since by 
such satisfaction we obtain only a right (which is common to 
all) to forgiveness of sins and eternal life, under a certain 
condition : and if this condition be performed by any one of 
us by God’s grace, not the satisfaction itself, but the right 
acquired by that satisfaction is really ours. This is well ex- 
pressed by a very learned man in these words: “By the 
death and actions of Christ a right was obtained for all who 
are willing to use it. He who wishes, by Christ’s preventing 
and accompanying aid, makes that right his own, &c. They 
who say that satisfaction is imputed, go beyond the words of 
Scripture ; speak obscurely and improperly ; and involve the 
subject in difficulty rather than explain it. What then is the 
fact ? we appropriate to ourselves what was obtained for all ; 
we drink from a fountain that streams forth to all; we fulfil 
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the condition on which a royal indulgence is offered;” or tosTRIC. 
use the words a second time of the apostolic Clement, “The —X!: 
blood of Christ shed for our salvation was so precious to /*?-*1 
God, that on that account He granted the grace of repent- 

ance to the whole world,” 1. e. Christ, by His obedience even 

unto death, obtained from God that every man on the con- 

dition of repentance should obtain pardon of sins, and so 

life and eternal salvation; and on the performance of that 
condition, not the obedience itself of Christ, but forgiveness 

and salvation obtained and acquired through Christ’s obedi- 

ence, is given us by God. Here all is easy and plain be- 

cause true. 

§ 9. From all these considerations, you yourself will, I 
hope, see under how many and how great absurdities your 
doctrine concerning the imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ labours. Nevertheless, that all scruple (if that be 
possible) may be removed from your mind, in the next place 
I will answer at some length the chief texts of Scripture 
which you or others have adduced in behalf of this imputa- 
tion of Christ’s righteousness. The first passage is, “For as by Rom.5.19. 
one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the 
obedience of one shall many be made righteous.” I answer: 

Of the imputation of the righteousness of Christ not one 
syllable is here said, much less of the imputation that you 
defend. All that is here said is, that we are made righteous 
by the obedience of One, viz. Christ, i. e. we are justified on 
account of the merit of Christ’s obedience ; and he who shall 
deny this let him be for me anathema. You will reply, 
perhaps, that we are here said to be made righteous through 
the obedience of Christ, just as we are made sinners by 
Adam’s disobedience, but by Adam’s disobedience we are 
made sinners in reality, therefore &c. I answer, 1st,—The 
greater part of the most learned interpreters say that there 
is a metonymy in the first part of this verse. ’Awaptwrot 
kateoTdOnoay, i. e. (they say) were treated just as if they had 
sinned in act, viz. because they were condemned to death ; 
so the word ‘sinner’ is used 1 Kings 1. 21. So also in the 
same sense we find the word ‘sin’ attributed to Christ, 2 Cor. 
5. 21, as we shall see presently. Admitting this interpreta- 


tion, it is clear that there is no force in this argument. 
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sTRIC. But 2ndly, it were vain to press strictly the comparisons 


XI. 


and antitheses of Holy Scripture in every point, as I could 
shew easily by hundreds of examples. It is sufficient, if on 
the whole, the comparison or opposition be fit and suitable, 
as in this case; As by the disobedience of Adam we are 
bound over to death, so by the obedience of Christ we are 
freed from death and restored to the hope of immortal life. 
But if you will have the Apostle’s comparison made out 
exactly, see what answer can be made to the argument of 


De erate Bellarmine on this passage—“ We hold,” says he, “that to 
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iv.p. he be justified by Christ, is not to be held or pronounced right- 


eous, but truly to become and be made righteous, through the 
attainment of inherent righteousness, and that a righteous- 
ness not imperfect, but absolute and perfect. For that ‘to jus- 
tify’ is in this passage ‘to make righteous’ not ‘to pronounce 
righteous’ is clear, as well from the words “many shall be 
made righteous” where the Apostle himself declares what ‘the 
being justified’ is, and says that it is ‘to be made righteous ;’ 
for ‘to be made righteous’ and ‘to become righteous’ are the 
same; as also from Adam being put in antithesis to Christ. 
For the Apostle writes that we are in such wise made righteous 
by the obedience of Christ, as we have been made unrighteous 
by the disobedience of Adam ; for it is evident that by the 
disobedience of Adam we have been made unrighteous by an 
unrighteousness truly and really inherent in us, not by the 
unrighteousness of Adam imputed to us.” Again, how will 
you answer the Huberians, who, from this comparison 
between the disobedience of Adam and the obedience of 
Christ, infer that all men together by the obedience of 
Christ are actually placed in state of salvation ; just as all 
men by the disobedience of Adam are really and actually 
placed in a state of death? How will you refute Antino- 
mians, who from the same comparison gather that all to whom 
the obedience of Christ relates, i. e. the elect, by the same 
obedience are immediately, absolutely, without any act of 
their own, either of faith, or repentance, made righteous: 
Just as all who are involved in the disobedience of Adam, are 
consigned to death absolutely and without any reference to 
their own peculiar sins? Lastly, if that comparison is to be 
pared to the quick, what end will there be of this sort of 
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subtilties ? The truth is, in this passage neither the way sTRIC. 
nor the manner, whereby we are justified by Christ’s obe- _*'_ 
dience, is by any means distinctly explained, (as nothing is 
here said of the condition of justification required on our 
part); but from numberless other passages it is clear enough, 
that the way in which a man is justified by the obedience of 
Christ, is this, viz. that if he embrace Christ by a living 
faith, he receives remission of sins and a right to eternal life 
by His blood. See what we have said in the examination of 
the Seventh Stricture, § 10, 11, 12, &. The same thing is 
also plainly inferred from the ninth verse of this chapter com- 
pared with verses 16, 20, 21. 3rdly, and lastly, that the. 
Apostle in this chapter never thought of that imputation of 
the righteousness of Christ which you defend, is most clear 
from hence, that he speaks of the communication of the 
righteousness of Christ as that which is universal, and ex- 
tended to all mankind, upon whom condemnation and death 
had come through the first Adam. The Apostle’s words 
immediately preceding the controverted passage are plain, 
ver. 18: “Therefore as by the offence of one, judgment came 
upon all men to condemnation; even so by the righteousness 
of one, the free gift came upon all men unto justification of 
life.” Whence it is clear that the Apostle in this passage 
meant nothing else than that an universal covenant had 
been obtained and ratified by the obedience and death of 
Christ the second Adam, in accordance with which, and 
under the conditions therein prescribed, all the sons of the 
first Adam might be freed from death and condemnation. 

§ 10. Your second and principal passage is, “He hath 2Cor..21. 
made Him to be sin who knew no sin, that we might 
be made the righteousness of God in Him.” I answer: 
Neither here is it said that the righteousness of Christ is 
imputed to us, much less so imputed as to be really ours. 
If you think that what is implied by that phrase 1s 
here taught, you are much mistaken. ‘That this may be 
made evident, the passage must briefly be explained. Ist, 
it is certain (which is observed by nearly all the most learned 
interpreters) that in both parts of this antithesis the abstract_ 
is put for the concrete, as is the way of the Jews, ‘sin’ for 
‘sinner, ‘righteousness’ for ‘righteous.’ 2ndly, it is equally 
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certain, that in the former portion of the sentence, the par- 
ticle ‘as,’ or some word like it, must be understood; ‘He made 
Him to be a sinner,’ i. e. as a sinner; i. e. God the Father 
willed Christ to be treated as a sinner, and one most wicked, 
by undergoing the most ignominious death of the cross. So 
speak Chrysostom, Theophylact, Gicumenius, &c. Without 
doubt some ellipse or other figure must be understood in the 
passage; for it would be a fearful blasphemy to say that 
Christ, although most innocent, and free from all sin, nay, 
most holy too, was really held in the judgment and estima- 
tion of His Father, a sinner and wicked. ‘Thus elsewhere 
Christ is said to have been made a ‘curse for us; where 
again is a twofold figure, for xatdpa is put for Katapartos, 
and the particle ws is understood. So that the sense is, 
Christ is treated as though He were accursed before God. 
Nothing worse than this could befal the most wicked man 
in this life, but execrable indeed were he who would teach 
that the ‘Ever Blessed’ Son of God was really in His 
Father’s sight ‘accursed.’ 38rdly, it must be specially 
observed that the “ righteousness of God” does not here mean 
the ‘righteousness of Christ. For the word ‘ God’ in this 
passage, as in many other, is used peculiarly of God the 
Father, as distinct from Christ ; and so since as we have said, 
“righteousness” is here put for ‘righteous, the words 
“that we might be made the righteousness of God in Him,” 
1, e. in Christ, must be explained in this way,—that we 
might be made righteous before God, or that we might be 
accounted righteous of God for Christ’s sake. This being 
taken for granted, it is plain that the passage must be thus 
explained; As Christ on account of us was made sin, or a 
sinner, so we for Christ’s sake are made the righteousness of 
God, or righteous before God; i. e. as for our sins Christ 
has been treated by God as a sinner, although really He was 
free from sin; so we, on account of His righteousness and 
satisfaction, are treated by God as righteous, although really 
we are not perfectly righteous ; to wit, our sins are forgiven 
us on our repentance, on account of Christ’s sacrifice, and 
the right to eternal life is granted to us; so that this passage 
of the Apostle well confirms the Catholic doctrine of the 
satisfaction of Christ, while it cannot agree any way with 
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your doctrine of imputation. Lastly, I will add this above 
all, that your exposition of this clause is altogether opposed 
to the preceding words of the Apostle, ver. 19. For there 
St. Paul speaks clearly of the reconciliation made by the 
death of Christ, and of the non-imputation of sin, which is 
given to the world without restriction; whence followed 
the universal covenant of grace and salvation, which he 
calls the word of reconciliation; this same he expressly 
says had been committed or entrusted to him, and the 
rest of the Apostles, to be announced to the world. The 
words are, “To wit, that God was in Christ, reconciling 
the world unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses to 
them ; and hath committed unto us the word of reconcilia- 
tion.” The interpretation of those who here explain the 
world by the ‘ elect’? (not to speak more harshly) is bold and 
rash, and wholly without precedent, neither can it be con- 
firmed by any passage of Scripture where it is evident that 
the word is taken in that sense. The source of the error is 
this: that it.seems strange to good men that it should be said 
of the whole world, that God has reconciled it with Himself, 
still more that He has not imputed sins to it. But there is but 
little weight of reason in this ; for the reconciliation made by 
Christ’s death is expressly attributed by this Apostle in gue 
places, even to the wicked, and men as yet strangers to a 
state of grace and salvation. For ‘this reconciliation’ 
means nothing else, than that Divine Justice has been so far 
satisfied by the death of Christ, that God is now not only in- 
clined and ready, but, by a gracious covenant ratified with 
men, has bound Himself to grant forgiveness to all, and 
be at peace with all who, by faith and sincere repentance, 
will return to Him; henceforth on God’s part nothing 
hinders but that men may be in very deed reconciled with 
Him. For that actual reconciliation is not meant in this 
passage is clear from hence, that the Apostle is expressly 
speaking of such a reconciliation of the world by the death 
of Christ, as preceded the very announcement of the Gospel 
or of the word of reconciliation, which was made to the world 
by the Apostles, much more the faith and conversion of the 
world to God. But that no one previous to faith and con- 
version is actually reconciled to God or justified, is declared 
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by Scripture in‘so many, and those so plain passages, that it 
is either intolerable ignorance or obstinacy to question it. 
The same is to be said of the other expression. For when 
God is said ‘not to have imputed sins to the world’ in 
Christ, the meaning is, that God, although He might have 
justly willed not to spare a whole world involved in sins, (as 
He willed not to spare the great multitude of offending 
angels,) but have punished by eternal death and utterly 
destroyed the whole human race, (this is to impute sins in 
the most proper sense and in the highest degree,) yet He was 
willing to spare them, and even, propitiated by the death of 
Christ, to enter into a covenant of grace with men, whereby 
forgiveness of sins and eternal salvation were promised to 
those who believed and truly repented; so that the saying of 
the Apostle that God, on account of Christ’s propitiation, 
has not imputed sins to the world, is exactly the same as that 
of Clement, the intimate companion of the Apostle, (whose 
words will charm, even though ten times repeated,) “ that 
God, for the sake of Christ’s blood-shedding, offered the 
‘ grace of repentance’ to the whole world.” 

§ ll. The third passage is: “ But of Him are ye in Christ 
Jesus, who of God is made unto us wisdom and righteousness 
and sanctification and redemption.” I answer: I cannot 
sufficiently admire your and some others’ acuteness, that you 
can deduce from this passage your imputed righteousness. 
Your argument is of this sort :—Christ is made to us right- 
eousness by God; therefore the righteousness of Christ is so 
imputed to us that it really becomes ours, and through it we 
are accounted perfectly righteous by God. Following this 
method of arguing, let us go on to the next words of the 
Apostle: “Christ is made to us sanctification by God ;” 
therefore the holiness of Christ is so imputed to us that it 
becomes really ours, and through it we ourselves are deno- 
minated holy. But whoever heard, whoever dreamed, of 
imputed holiness, save an Antinomian or Libertine? Let us 
go back to the preceding words: “Christ is made to us of 
God wisdom ;” therefore the wisdom of Christ is so im- 
puted to us that it really becomes ours, and through it we 
ourselves are denominated wise. What trifling!! The 
sense of the passage is plain enough; in the Apostle’s 
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words there is a constant metonymy of the effect put for the sTRIC. 
cause: “ Christ is wisdom to us,” i. e. through Christ alone —*2— 
we are imbued with true and heavenly wisdom: “ Christ is 
our righteousness,” 1. e. we are justified through Christ alone: 
“ Christ is our sanctification,” i. e. through Christ alone we 
are gifted with a richer measure of the Holy Spirit: “ Christ 
is our redemption,” i. e. through Christ alone we are one 
time to be freed from death, which is called our redemption. Rom.8.23 
Surely, you cannot here well interpret redemption of the Eph ise 
satisfaction of Christ ; since that has been plainly implied in 
the preceding words of the Apostle, “ Christ is made unto 
us righteousness.” So Theophylact has rightly explained the 
passage, “‘ Christ is to us wisdom, righteousness, sanctifica- 
tion, and redemption,’ 1. e. He has made us wise and right- 
eous, and holy and free :”’ and again, “ First He made us wise, 
delivering us from error, and teaching us the knowledge of 
God; then righteous, by giving us a remission of our sins; 
afterwards He sanctified us by the Holy Spirit; and thus 
bestowed on us a complete deliverance from all evils.” On 
the passage in the Philippians 3. 8, 9, 10, I have said enough. Harm. 
From all I have said on the imputation of the righteousness ein 
of Christ, it is at length, I think, sufficiently clear, that you 6. p. 146. 
hold an imputed righteousness which is not true. 

§ 12. It remains to shew briefly the second point; viz. that 
you take away altogether all inherent righteousness. This also 
is sufficiently evident from your doctrine of imputed righteous- 
ness: for you hold such an imputation of the righteousness 
of Christ as is altogether incompatible with the necessity of 
inherent righteousness, as has been already shewn above. 
This, however, can be proved in other ways. You say, that 
you acknowledge inherent righteousness ; but, though you 
affirmed it a hundred times, I could hardly believe it. If 
you had said that you acknowledged a holiness or good 
quality inherent in all justified persons, I had not objected: 
but you cannot acknowledge inherent righteousness in them, 
if you would speak consistently. To explain myself—Inherent 
righteousness can be called our righteousness in no other 
way than that we are made righteous through it, 1. e. 
that it is a condition of our justification required in the 
Gospel covenant. But you deny this, and consequently take 
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ST RIC. away all inherent righteousness. All righteousness has re- 
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ference to some law, standard, or rule, according to which it 
is exacted: and he is righteous, who performs what the law 
requires, by the rule of which he is to be judged: one thing 
then remains to be examined, by what law we are accounted 
righteous according to this inherent righteousness. Surely, 
by the law of grace or the Gospel. The law of grace says: 
“He who believes and repents,” i. e. is grieved from the 
heart at his sins, detests and leaves them, and turns to God 
in Christ from a true love and sincere purpose of obedience, 
shall receive pardon of sin, and a right to eternal life and 
the blood of Christ: and he who afterwards, if he live, shall 
bring forth worthy fruits of repentance, and shall grow in 
righteousness and holiness, shall retain the grace of justifi- 
cation which he obtained, as long as he remains such; and 
accordingly, if he die in this state, shall be saved eternally. 
The performance of this condition is our righteousness accord- 
ing to the law of the Gospel, which requires this; and by 
the performance of this condition, we are through the same 
law determined to be righteous, i. e. we are not found 
guilty of having failed to perform the condition required in 
that law. Surely, he is blind who does not see that this our 
righteousness is subordinate (so to speak) to the righteousness 
of Christ, and entirely depends on it. For the law or 
covenant of the Gospel is founded and established in the 
blood of Christ. Christ obtained from the Father, that we 
should be judged by so gracious a covenant; and His most 
perfect righteousness and obedience was effectual with God 
to the end that our righteousness, though maimed and im- 
perfect, should be accepted unto salvation, as if it were in 
truth completely and in all poimts perfect. These state- 
ments are plain and easy to be understood; but your con- 
tinually repeated observations, both on imputed and inherent 
righteousness, are so intricate and perplexed, that the reader 
who reflects upon them will fancy he has fallen into some 
labyrinth, from which he will not easily be able to extricate 
himself. 


ee 
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STRICTURE XII. 
ON I. DISS. iii. § 4 p. 21. 


After having treated at length of the law of Christ, by the STRIC. 
rule of which all Christians are to be judged, and having 2 
proved that that law was no other than the moral law, the 
observance of which, joined with faith in Christ, proceeding 
from faith and tempered with the grace of God and the 
great indulgence revealed in the Gospel, is required by all 
as a necessary condition to the obtaining justification and 
salvation, I form my argument against the Antinomians. 
My words are: “These things being premised, there arises 
at length an unanswerable argument, in my opinion at least, 
against these Antinomians and Solifidians. Whoever is 
justified by God through Christ is acquitted by the law of 
Christ: but by faith alone without works no one is acquitted 
by the law of Christ: therefore, &c. The minor proposition 
alone of this syllogism wants proof, which may be thus given 
it. Whoever is acquitted by the law of Christ, must neces- 
sarily fulfil that law; but by faith alone without works no 
one fulfils the law of Christ. Therefore by faith alone with- 
out works no one is acquitted by the law of Christ.” You 
meet these remarks thus: “In this argument which you cry 
out is unanswerable there is a great ambiguity of expression, 
unworthy of a theologian. The fraud les in the words, 
‘ the law of Christ... The law of Christ means two things: 
1. The moral law of God, which is not done away by Christ, 
but confirmed, and is enjoined on our consciences as the rule 
of obedience, with an obligation to follow it: but this 1s not 
put forward as the rule of our justification, as St. Paul de- 
clares in the plainest words Gal. 2. 16, 21. 2. The law of 
faith, as the Apostle calls that way of justifying a sinner which 
God has shewn forth in the Gospel through Christ. Now you Rom.3.27.. 
confound these two things; and because the minor premiss of 
the former syllogism is diametrically opposed to St. Paul’s 
words, Rom. 14. 28, you strive to prove it by playing with 
equivocal terms. ‘ Whoever is acquitted by the law of Christ, 
(suppose, by the righteousness of faith,) must fulfil that law. 

But by faith alone without works no one fulfils the law of 
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Christ, (i. e. the moral law). Therefore by faith alone with- 
out works, no one is acquitted by the Gospel-law of Christ.’ 
Who does not see the equivocation and fallacy? although 
by faith alone without works no one fulfils the moral law, 
nay, though no one absolutely fulfils the moral law, and no 
one therefore can attain righteousness by the moral law, yet 
whosoever believes in God through Christ fulfils the Gospel- 
law of Christ concerning justification by faith in the blood 
of Christ, and on that ground is acquitted of the guilt of his 
sins. True and living faith is the sole condition of justifica- 
tion according to the Gospel-law of Christ. He who denies 
this after having seriously read through St. Paul’s argument, 
is as impious as he is mad.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XII. 


§ 1. This stricture of yours is a mere atrocious calumny. 
Candour in controversy, especially theological controversy, 
I have always desired and sought after, keeping as far as 
possible from equivocations, deceits and underhand prac- 
tices in all cases, more especially those on which the sal- 
vation of souls turns. Of such artifices the cause you have 
undertaken against the plamest truth may stand in need: 
but truth, which I am defending, has no need of such corners 
and hiding places. In this chapter I lay down first by 
way of foundation, (which is allowed by all the reformers,) 
that the word justification is a forensic or law term, and so in 
its first notion bears with it an idea of a law proceeding. 
Whence I infer, that in our justification, as in every law pro- 
ceeding, before every thing else the law must first be laid 
down by the rule of which we are to be judged; conse- 
quently that no one is properly justified or acquitted who 
has not fulfilled the law by the rule of which he is judged. 
This being laid down, I go on to enquire what the law is, by 
the judgment of which we Christians must stand? By the 
plainest testimony of St. James the Apostle, I shew that the 
law by which we are to be judged is ‘ the law of liberty,’ or ‘the 
royal law,’ i. e. of Christ our king, which among other things 
has this command, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thy- 
self’ At length I conclude, that the royal law of which 
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St. James speaks, and by which he declares we shall be STRIC. 
judged, is no other than the moral law as Christ set it —SJb— 
forth and completed it, and delivered it from the Mount 
(standing in the place of Sinai) as His law to His disciples. 
I say and prove, that the observance of this law attempered 
by the grace of the Gospel is demanded by Christ of all 
Christians, as an absolutely necessary condition of His cove- 
nant. All this being premised and established, I then 
argue thus against the Antinomians, (whose cause I should 
be sorry to see defended by a divine of the English Church): 
Whoever is justified by God through Christ, &c. as above. 
In each proposition of each syllogism I meant the same law 
of Christ (without any equivocation): but not being able to 
overturn the grounds of my argument, you have feigned an 
equivocation at your own pleasure, that by this last resource 
you may escape the point of my weapon. 

§ 2. But, my Censurer, the charge recoils on your own 
head. By a wretched and that a manifold fraud, you cheat 
and deceive your reader, or else you are yourself cheated and 
deceived. For Ist. you hold a twofold law of Christ as laid down 
in the Gospel, and imposed on us Christians. Hitherto I should 
have thought (following the great mass of divines) that there 
was but one law for Christians, as there is but one legislator. 
May I ask what divine in his senses ever dreamt of the dis- 
tinction between the moral law of Christ, and the Gospel 
law of Christ? Is not the moral law, as far as it is a law 
of Christ, i. e. set forth by Christ, and imposed on Christians 
by the Gospel, (under which relation alone we have con- 
sidered it in this chapter), the Gospel law ? 

§ 3. You say, 2ndly, that the moral law is not done away, 
but confirmed by Christ, and enjoined on our consciences as 
the rule of obedience, together with an obligation on us to 
go by it; but what that obligation is you do not explain. 
Pray tell me, tell me plainly, Are we bound to obey the 
moral law, as confirmed by Christ, at the hazard of our soul, 
or only by the bond of gratitude? If you affirm the latter, 
you embrace the pestilent heresy of the Antinomians, and 
with them all those absurd dogmas which you just now pro- 
fessed to abhor. But if you hold the former, you must con- 
fess that this law is put forth by Christ as the rule of our 
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justification; i. e. that the sincere observance of that law is a 
condition absolutely required in the Gospel to our justifica- 
tion. The ground of the conclusion is, that as far as any 
thing is required at the hazard of the soul and as necessary 
to salvation, so far the same is required as necessary to jus- 
tification; which I have proved above clearly in the exami- 
nation of the Seventh Stricture, § 2—5. That the reader 
however may be better able to judge how what was there 
said may be applied to the present question, it must be ob- 
served that there is as it were a twofold observance of the 
moral law given to us by Christ, one which is conceived by. 
the will and firm purpose of mind, and is fulfilled by the 
inward affection of the mind at least; the other which is 
perfected in very deed, or in holy living. An observance 
of the former kind is absolutely necessary to salvation ; and 
consequently is necessary in order that a man may obtain 
the grace of the first justification. For God holds no one 
accepted to salvation, and consequently justifies no one who 
has not yet attained to that love of God and his neighbour 
which is “ the end of the commandment,” (i. e. the end 
which God intends in His law, and in which, however 
attained, He acquiesces,) or again to use the words of 
St. Paul, who is not yet endued “with faith perfected by 
love.’ The other observance of the law is required for 
salvation, on the supposition that God grant life, and con- 
sequently is required to retain and preserve the grace of 
justification. In a word, I would say that he who devotes 
himself to Christ, his King, and with firm purpose of mind 
promises obedience to ‘the royal law’ to be performed by 
the grace of Christ, has, according to the Gospel covenant, a 
right to salvation; but a right depending and granted on the 
condition of his performing in act the obedience which he 
has vowed, provided that God grant him life. Whence it 
is evident, that the observance of the moral law given by 
Christ, as far as it is required to salvation, so far also is 
required to justification. That first observance of the law is 
necessary for any one to acquire a right to salvation by the 
grace of God in Christ, i. e. be justified; but the other is 
required that any one may not fall from his right to salvation, 
1. e. lose the grace of justification once obtained. And, 
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therefore, turn any way you can, you must either yield onsTRIC. 
this point to my argument, or secede (which God forbid) to _*'-_ 
the camp of the Antinomians. 

§ 4. 3rdly. Very unsoundly is the passage of the Apostle, 
Gal. 2. 16, 21, adduced by you to support your supposition. 
For the Apostle there is treating not of the moral law con- 
firmed by Christ, the sincere observance of which joined with 
faith in Christ and proceeding from faith is required in the 
Gospel as a necessary condition for obtaining salvation ; but 
either of the ritual law, the observance of which the Judaizing 
false Apostles taught was to be necessarily joined with faith 
in Christ, if a man would be saved, or of the whole Mosaic 
covenant which had been broken up by Christ the Mediator, 
and faith in Him. It pains one to repeat these things so 
often, which are so clear and evident, and which have been 
proved at length again and again. 

§ 5. 4thly. Very dangerously do you interpret the law of 
works of which the Apostle speaks, (and which he opposes 
to the law of faith Rom. 3. 27,) as the moral law given by 
Christ to His disciples. Nay, I know not that any thing has 
ever been uttered or put forward by the most profligate 
Libertine, which is more absurd, more harmful and danger- 
ous, than this interpretation of yours. See what I said in 
examination of Stricture X. § 3, whence it will be seen that 
this interpretation of yours is confined entirely to yourself, 
neither can it be defended by the authority of any approved 
writer, even among the latter divines, for they, when they 
call the moral law a law of works, mean the moral law 
not as it has been set forth and imposed by Christ on His 
disciples, as recited in the sermon by St. Matthew; (they 
were never so foolish ;) but as, viewed without reference to 
Christ, it demands from man, at the peril of his soul, an ex- 
actness of most perfect virtue and unattainable obedience. 
But these also (if I may be allowed to say so) seem to me to 
have mistaken the Apostle’s meaning. “The law of works vépes 
or deeds” (as an old interpreter excellently hath it) is in “?’°” 
truth nothing else with the Apostle than the Mosaic law 
viewed carnally and according to the letter, which requires 
many external and ritual works (more properly called épya) ; 
and which as far as regards morality itself is content with 
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STRIC. that righteousness which consists in external deeds; inas- 


much as it only denounces death on the external acts of 
murder, adultery, &c., not on the inward sinful affections. 
That this is true, viz., that the law of works of which the 
Apostle speaks is the Mosaic law, viewed carnally and 
according to the letter, is evident from the whole context 


. of the passage which is contained in vv. 27—30. ‘The words 


are, “ Where is boasting then? It is excluded. By what 
law? of works? Nay: but by the law of faith. Therefore 
we conclude that a man is justified by faith without the 
deeds of the law. Is He the God of the Jews only? Is He 
not also of the Gentiles? Yes of the Gentiles also: seeing it 
is one God, which shall justify the circumcision by faith and 
uncircumcision through faith.” Here the Apostle proves 
that a man is not justified by the law of works by the argu- 
ment that God is God not only of the Jews, but of the 
Gentiles also. Which reasoning plainly shews that St. Paul 
in this passage thought chiefly of that law of deeds or rites, 
which belonged to the Jews only, and as ‘a middle wall of 
partition’ divide them from the Gentiles. And this is no 
new interpretation ; as the passage is thus explained (not to 
mention other ancient writers) by the ancient author of the 
Commentaries which are attributed to St. Ambrose, both 
where he writes on this passage, and in other places also. His 
words in the very beginning of his Preface to the Epistle to 
the Galatians [p. 209] are very remarkable: “ Every one,” 
he says, “who believes in Christ, and yet observes the law of 
works, does not understand Christ. Like as the Symmachians 
who derive their origin from the Pharisees, who keeping all 
the law call themselves Christians, &c. For if they under- 
stood that Christ was God, they would expect nothing from 
the law of works, i. e. from the new moons, the Sabbath, 
circumcision, discerning of meats,’ &c. These words are 
akin to what the same author writes on the Epistle to 
Galatians 3. 19. [p. 221.] “The law of works,” he says, i. e. 
“that of Moses, was placed in the midst between the promise 
when first made, and the seed to whom the promise was 
made, i. e. between Abraham and the Saviour, and on this 
account was it given long after the promise was made, that 
by this distinction the law might be shewn to be one thing, 
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the promise another; that so the people of God separated ST RIC. 
from the Gentiles might be instructed in the fear of God, Lcdeee 
that they might be made worthy to receive the promise, which 
is Christ. It is called, however, the law of works, because it 
teaches what should be externally done according to God’s 
command concerning sacrifices, the first-born, tithes, and all 
other things.” But the ‘law of works’ did not exclude 
boasting for a twofold reason: first, there were Jews who 
could honestly allege an exact observance of this law both as 
regards its moral and its ceremonial duties. Such was 
St. Paul, who says that touching that external righteousness 
of the law he was actually ‘ blameless.” Such was the young éueumros. 
man, who as regards moral duties boasted that he had 
observed the whole Decalogue almost from his very cradle. Mat. 19. 
And so if this observance of the deeds of the law, if this a 
external righteousness had sufficed to salvation, there would 
have been men who would have had no need of forgiveness 
of sins and a Redeemer’s sacrifice. Lastly, for this external vid. Gal. 
righteousness human will was commonly sufficient, and that 2: + 
special grace of the Holy Spirit, which is promised in the 
Gospel as exacting a spiritual righteousness, was not so 
necessary. It seemed worth while mentioning this by the 
way, because it is an observation of no small moment.—Let 
us proceed. : 

§ 6. 5thly. Herein you surely err grievously, in thinking that 
‘the law of faith’ has been so called by the Apostle because 
it requires nothing besides faith, because it is fulfilled by 
bare faith, as a single virtue. The law of faith requires not 
faith alone, but ‘faith perfected by love,’ as the Apostle him- 
self bears witness Gal. 5.6; “In Christ Jesus neither cir- 3? ayarjs 
cumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision; but faith ae 
which worketh by love.’ What that faith perfected by love 
is, the same Apostle clearly explains in another place, 1 Cor. 
7. 19; “Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is 
nothing, but the keeping of the commandments of God.” 
From the comparison of these passages it is evident that ‘the 
keeping of the commandments of God,’ i. e. the sincere 
observance of the commandments of God, (of those, viz., 
which are of universal and perpetual ‘obligation,’) 1s com- 
prised by the Apostle under the law of faith. Hence in the 
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Church of Christ, in the age next after the Apostles, it was 
held to be catholic and orthodox to teach that man is justi- 
fied by the moral precepts of the law, as well as to say that 
man is justified by faith; and those two modes of speaking 
were not thought to be any way inconsistent with each 
other. Irenzus the disciple of the apostolic Polycarp bears 
ample testimony, writing thus: “The Lord did not destroy. 
the ‘natural duties’ of the law, by which a man is justified, _ 
(which were observed before the law was given by those who 
were justified by faith and pleased God,) but He extended 
and completed them.” The whole chapter is well worth 
reading. What follows then? The law of the Gospel is 
therefore called ‘the law of faith,’ because all the obedience 
which it requires proceeds from faith in Christ, and as it 
were sprouts from it as its root, (whence it is called plainly 
“obedience of faith” Rom. 16. 21, and elsewhere,) and be- 
cause it is accomplished by the grace of the Holy Spirit 
which is obtained by faith ; because, lastly, it is by the effi- 
cacy alone of the promise, made and ratified by the blood of 
Christ, which is embraced by faith, and not by its own merit, 
that it has power to salvation. Whence it avails to salva- 
tion albeit it is imperfect. See Harm. Apost. II. Diss. v. 
throughout. 

§ 7. 6thly. You say that the moral law is fulfilled by no 
one; if you speak of the complete and absolutely exact ful- 
filling of the law, (of which you are evidently speaking,) true 
it may be, but it is nothing to the point. For my argument 
rests on other grounds, viz. these two: 1. That there is a 
certain observance of the law required from us at the peril 
of our soul, and as a condition, an indispensable condition, 
of our obtaining salvation. 2. The observance of the law, 
which is required for our salvation, is also required for our 
justification. How sure this latter ground is, I have already 
too often shewn. ‘The former proposition no one but the 
lowest Libertine will dare deny; and whoso denies it is 
refuted by the most plain words of our Lord Himself. The 
whole of the law is comprised by Christ in these two things, 
viz. “that we love God above all things, and our neighbour 
as ourselves.” ‘That these two things not only can, but 
ought also to be performed by all who would be saved, is 
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certain. There is a well-known passage of Irenzus, (which ST RIC. 
although it mostly aimed at the Marcionites, may be applied 
but too fitly to our Antinomians) ; “ Since, therefore, both in lib. iv. 
the Law and in the Gospel, the first and chief precept is ‘ to 26 
love the Lord our God with all the heart ;’ and after that, [¢- 12, 3. 
the next like to it, ‘to love thy eehbehs as thyself ;’ it Bet 
is manifest that there is but one and the same framer both 

of the Law and the Gospel. For whereas in both testa- 
ments the precepts of ‘a perfect’ life are the same, they 

shew that it was the same God, Who gave indeed particular 
precepts peculiar to each; while the more eminent and chief 
commands, without which it is impossible to be saved, He 

hath given the same in both.” 


§ 8. 7thly. You say that “true and living faith is the 
sole condition of justification according to the Gospel law of 
Christ.” This I acknowledge to be most true, provided that 
‘living faith’ be defined (as it should be) after the Apostle, 
“faith perfected by love.” For such a faith fulfils (as I 
said) the whole law of Christ, of which I am speaking. 
Lastly, the reproaches which you throw upon me, calling 
me impious and mad, I cannot dwell upon: to such-like 
reproaches, with which I have been so often assailed, I am 
now well-nigh callous: my trust is in a good conscience; 
which is to me a wall of brass, to repel without trouble all 
the calumnies of my enemies. My fiercest adversaries must 
one day stand with me before the judgment-seat of Christ, 
to whose tribunal I (in other respects the chief of sinners) in 
this cause certainly, (I am speaking of the case in the main,) 
willingly and gladly appeal. Meanwhile, my Censurer, re- 
member our Lord’s saying, “ By thy words shalt thou be Mat. 12. 
justified, and by thy words shalt thou be condemned.” td 
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In this chapter, after weighing the three acts of faith as 
they are commonly assigned by divines, (viz. knowledge, 
assent, and confidence), I shew satisfactorily that there is not 
one of them with which, viewed by itself, justification is 


necessarily linked. The two former acts of faith (as acts to 
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STRIC. which either very few, or none at all, attribute the power of 
eet justification) Iam content but slightly to touch upon. The 
third act, however, which they call ‘ confidence,’ I weigh with 
fuller and more accurate examination. Which examination 
I prefaced thus: “The remaining act of faith is called ‘ con- 
fidence,’ and in this the Solifidians place their greatest con- 
fidence ; we shall, therefore, more carefully consider what 
they say on this point. And first it would be very proper 
to enquire what they mean by this confidence; for they 
involve this subject in such intricate expressions, that it is 
scarcely possible to understand them; intelligibly and con- 
sistently to explain what they say upon it, requires more 
than mortal wit. Let him who thinks otherwise try, and 
however unwilling, he will be obliged to confess the truth of 
what has been asserted.” In answer to this you write in the 
margin: “ Although it be a difficult task to give an accurate 
definition of any thing, and the definition of spiritual grace, 
which is ‘beyond the senses’ and above the natural under- 
standing, is by far the most difficult ; yet it is not impossible 
to explain intelligibly the nature of saving faith (to use this 
expression), or the formal cause and the justifying act of 
faith. It is easier, indeed, to say what a thing is not than 
what it is. But this does not defy the power of words. It 
is proved that faith does not consist in the assent of the 
mind given to the Gospel, and that most strongly; because 
an incarnate devil can have this faith, just as the very devils 
believe both that God is, and that Jesus is the Christ. Simon 
Magus was convinced of the truth of the Gospel, and believed 
on account of the power of the Apostles’ works. ‘This fulness 
of faith, or assent of the intellect, although it be a disposition 
of the mind which precedes saving faith, is yet short of living 
faith. 'The same must be allowed of conditional trust, which 
is often ineffectual from the greater power of the flesh turn- 
ing away from Christ’s yoke.’ In the next page you add: 
“Allow me, according to the slenderness of my ability, to 
describe what it will be more comfort to experience within, 
than to speak aloud. ‘The saving faith of the elect is a lively 
inclination of the will, (guided by the imtellect which has 
been enlightened by the Gospel, and moved by the Holy 
] Pet.1.21. Spirit,) to trust in God through Christ, or in Christ the 
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Mediator, for the obtaining eternal salvation, or for the STRIC. 
obtaining pardon and life through the mercy of God and ade 
the merits of Christ. The formal act of living faith is, 
throwing away all hope of salvation in the world or oneself, 
with the whole heart to put confidence in God and Christ 
for the obtaining of the promises offered in the Gospel, on 
account of and through the goodness of God, His truth and 
power. By this faith or confidence Abraham glorified God.” 
Not content with this, you bid me turn to the spare leaf at 
the beginning of the book, where you give a long explanation 
of your idea of justifying faith in these words: “We are 
treating of the proper idea of saving faith, and that peculiar 
act which the Scripture expresses by ‘believing in or on 7 mored- 
God,’ ‘or Christ,’ and ‘on or in the name of the Lord.’ pee ty 
The Greek interpreters of the New Testament very often ocdéy. 
use the words éAmifew eis tov Oedv for the same expression en) or cis 
which the writers of the New Testament render by mictevew ae be 
eis Ocov and eis Xpuotov. But I conceive the primary act Kuplov. 
of faith, and its formal cause, (so to speak,) to be the con- 
fidence in God or Christ for salvation in every way, which 
God promises us through Christ; and this confidence, by 
which man rests on God, and throws all his burden and 
care upon God, placing all his hope in God alone, and 
flymg to God as to a rock, and upon Him building 
himself as upon a rock, is distmct from believing, as also 
from acting; and further still removed (viz. by two degrees) 
from the persuasion of the favour of God in the pardon of 
our sins; which full assurance some would wrongly have to 
be justifying faith, but which you, most learned Sir, power- 
fully refute. A man must be just before he knows he is 
justified ; but a man is just by faith, and therefore faith, by 
and on account of which any one is justified, precedes the 
certainty of one’s justification. This persuasion presupposes 
the knowledge of our own faith, and results by way of syllo- 
gism from the general proposition of the Gospel, and the 
assumption or reflex apprehension of our state in faith: 
whence a Christian, knowing that he has fulfilled the con- 
dition of the Gospel, is satisfied of his pardon and reconcilia- 
tion with God. I mention these things that you may know 
that I am glad to agree with you, and that it is only when 
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compelled by the force of truth, that I dissent from you. The 
proper act, however, of justifying faith, I hold to lie between 
that conditional trust by which a man is persuaded that he 
will be saved, if he submits to God’s conditions, &c. and 
the fruit of faith, which is obedience. Truly hath the philo- 
sopher said, Ta évavtia Tapddd\nr\a paddrov yvepya, ‘ con- 
traries, when side by side, are seen more prominently. The 
corrupt flesh is not only guilty of incredulity, because it 
receives not in faith and with firm assent the word of God, 
but despises it; but is chargeable also with unbelief, or rather 
distrust, and a sinner ‘dares not rely in security on the good- 
ness and power of God, and trust to the promises of God. 
This depravity of an unbelieving heart is the mother of dis- 
obedience. One need not relate at length the rebellion of 
the Israelites in the wilderness, and the well known example 
of the Samaritan nobleman. It will be evident to him who 
weighs the matter, that the fault of distrust is an evil in 
addition to that of mcredulity. On the other side, it is 
evident that a soul touched with Divine grace, and con- 
strained by the gentle influence of the Holy Spirit, is con- 
verted to God, and looks to God with an inclination of the 
will; and not only assents to the truth of His promises, and 
is moved heart and soul to embrace them, but also puts its 
trust in God, and clings most closely to God, as holy Job 
says, that he will trust in God, even though He slay him. 
This trust begets a readiness to obey. A traveller who 
trusts In an experienced and faithful guide, follows his guide 
securely in a path unknown to him. Abraham, relying on 
the gracious providence of God, followed God into an unknown 
land with a blind but most wise obedience. The sick man, 
conscious of the skill and benevolence of his physician, if he 
dare trust him, (for this confidence follows belief, as it may 
happen,) will obey the prescriptions of his physician. Thus, 
he who labours under sin, if he believe that all his safety lies 
in the mercy of God and the merits of Christ, and trusts in 
God and Christ, i. e. rests in confidence on Them, will obey 
Christ most gladly. Meantime the root, although it bear fruits 
as occasion demands and produces them, must be distinguished 
from the shoot itself. By force of the promise, ‘ He that be- 
lieveth in Him, he that buildeth on that stone elect precious, 
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shall be saved ;’ ‘the Just shall live by faith,’ though, like the sTRIC. 
believing thief, he die the next moment: justifying faith is ~UL_ 
therefore confidence. For this distinction is clear: we ‘ believe’ Ree oe 
the word of truth; we ‘hope’ for what is promised ; and we 28. 16. 
‘trust in’ the Promiser, Who is faithful and powerful. Injunc- 

tions as to this trust are of constant occurrence, Ps. 37. 3, 5, 

Isa. 26.4. Many benefits are annexed to this faith by Divine 
promise, Ps. 2.12, and 32. 10, and 37. 40. Splendid instances 

of this are put before us, Ps. 22. 4, 2 Chron. 13.18. They 

are acts of the same kind, by which we trust in God for 
external protection in this life, and for eternal salvation in 

the next. For there is one common nature of faith by which 

the servant of God puts his trust in Divine Mercy, in His 

Truth and Power, secure and most certain of obtaining any 
promised benefit. Of the same kind is the faith by which 

David trusted in God for victory and for pardon; nay, by 

which Christ Himself, Who needed not pardon, trusted in Mat. 27. 
God: this trust, I say, is of the same kind with the con- res 
fidence of a Christian, by which he trusts in God and Christ 

for deliverance from sins. I will add one other argument 

only, the strength of which I would have you try; it is taken 

from the law of opposites. When the vice, wherein the sin 
consists in the affection being ill placed, is opposed to virtue, 

the act in both cases, 1. e. both in the vice and in the virtue, 

is the same in kind. When a man is forbidden or found 

fault with for trusting in himself, or his own wit or strength, 

Proy. 3.5; resting in riches or uncertain Mammon, Ps. 52. 7, 

1 Tim. 6. 17; in princes of men, Ps. 118. 8, 9, and 146. 5; 

in an arm of flesh, Jer. 17.5, 7: lastly, trusting in iniquity 

itself and rapine, Ps. 62. 10, Isa. 47. 10,—the fault that is 
charged against him is no other than the trust he places in 
certain objects. For no one is said to ‘ believe (auro credere) 

gold; but one is said to trust in riches, when he counts his 

own riches as a tower of security and as a stay of happiness, 

and rests on external things. With equal reason faith in God 

and Christ is properly trust, by which we trust in the mercy Jer. 17. 7. 
of God and the merits of Christ. And, although there are 
various exercises of that faith, by which a Christian lives and 

walks, there is one common ground of all acts of faith, 
though the objects (of such faith) be various. As it was by 
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a glance of the same kind that the Israelite saw both the 
sand that would not profit him, and the brazen serpent lifted 
on a pole, at sight of which he obtained salvation ; so with a 
like eye of faith the Christian looks to Christ, his Redeemer, 
and God, his Protector: and with the same confidence rests 
on the good promises of God for sufficient provision and 
supply for his journey, and for pardon and eternal life; and 
this faith, taken im this sense, is most plainly taught by Christ 
and His Apostles to be the condition of justification. You 
see, then, it is not so hopeless a task to conceive and explain 
the idea of reliance or trust in God, if we give attention to 
the different expressions made use of by the Holy Ghost,” &c. 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XIII. 


§ 1. In this Stricture you have proved my words, which 
you meant to refute, to be most true, by a notable example. 
I said that they who hold confidence to be the formal act of 
Justifying faith, when they come to explain their meaning 
involve the subject in such intricate expressions, that it is 
scarcely possible to understand them. Can any thing be 
more intricate than your words? I will endeavour to answer 
what I understand, fairly, and with all possible perspicuity ; 
as to the rest it must suffice to make guesses. 

§ 2. First, it seems very strange to me, that it should be 
so arduous and difficult a business, as you openly confess, to 
explain intelligibly the notion which you hold, of justifying 
faith. Surely this is a most certain proof that such notion is 
not genuine, but thoroughly spurious and false. For what 
man in his sober senses will you persuade that the one duty 
of man, on which by God’s will his justification and eternal 
salvation depends, is so difficult to be explained? I have ever 
held that there are mysteries of Gospel doctrine, to be appre- 
hended by faith, which can scarcely, nay which cannot be ex- 
plained to the capacity of our weak intellect: but that the 
faith which is prescribed to us as our duty, is so great a 
mystery, I should never have dreamt till now. You have 
a cure of souls, and feed a Christian flock: but I am ata 
loss to conceive how you deal with your people. Doubtless 
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you have (or you are more fortunate than your brethren), ST RIC. 
among your hearers some of slow understanding: How ee 
will poor silly folk be able to understand, what their teacher, ? 
who is an educated man, has the greatest difficulty to ex- 

- plain evento learned men? Allow me,I pray you, to statethings 

as they are. You have turned from the plain path of truth, 

to pathless and abrupt ways, and are entangled among 
thorns and thickets, so be not angry with me if I civilly point 

out to you the right way. Turn to the passages in Scrip- 

ture in which the faith which avails to justification and 
salvation is avowedly explained, especially the texts so often 
brought forward, Gal. 5. 6, and 6. 15, compared with 

1 Cor. 7. 19. You will see (unless you shut your eyes), 

that the faith to which, according to the Gospel covenant, 
justification and salvation is granted, is by no means a single 
virtue, but that the word is taken in a complex sense, and 

that justifying faith is nothing else than a firm assent to the 
Gospel in the understanding, which is effectual in the will 
through the true love of God and our neighbour; or that 

sort of assent to the Gospel which is accompanied by a re- 
formation of the whole man, his heart and actions, or a 
sincere observance of what is taught in the Gospel. 

§ 3. It must be observed that your definition of justifying 
faith, when given in your own words, is very lame and im- 
perfect: and accordingly you use many words for a more 
full explanation of it, and these are metaphorical, and such 
as it is a want of skill to use in the definition of a thing. 
You say that the formal ‘cause’ of justifying faith 1s “ con- 
fidence in God or Christ, for salvation in every way which 
God promises us through Christ.” But who does not see 
that in this definition there is no essential difference ex- 
pressed by which a saving faith may be distinguished from 
the faith of hypocrites? It is most certain that too many 
conceive in their mind a confidence of obtaining salvation by 
Christ, who are farthest off from a state of justification and 
salvation. Aware of this, as I fancy, you seek refuge in the 
shade of metaphorical expressions. ‘This confidence,” you 
say, “by which a man reclines on God, acquiesces, and 
throws all his care and burden on God, taking refuge with 
God as on a rock,” &c. I know that some of these metaphors 


104 No explanation true which excludes love. 


STRIC. are also found in the Scriptures: but I also know that they 

_ A! are not used to illustrate the point in. question; where they 
do occur, the question is not of ‘justifying confidence,’ but 
‘of the confidence of a righteous man,’ as will appear 
presently. But when what is required on our part to justi- 
fication, is every where in the sacred oracles explained in 
plain words, why do you leave these, to use figurative ex- 
pressions ? The reason is evident. Your definition (as being 
too scanty, jejune and squalid) would disgust a reader at 
first sight, were it exhibited at once in its native colours ; 
and so you must wash it over with the paint of metaphor, to 
impose on him. 

§ 4. It is worthy of remark that among the metaphors 
which you use to explain the formal cause of saving faith, 
there are some which, resolved into their proper meaning, 
plainly imply that very love, or sincere purpose of obedience, 
which I willingly acknowledge to be the complement and 
perfection of truly justifying faith. Thus you say, when 
about to describe your justifying confidence, that “the soul 
touched with Divine grace, and constrained by the gentle 
influence of the Holy Spirit, is converted to God, and by a 
voluntary inclination looks to God, nay, most firmly cleaves 
to Him.” Certainly the turning of the soul to God, in the 
Scriptures denotes repentance, which embraces, as is well 
known, the whole condition of salvation required on our part 
in the new covenant. But what else can that closest cleay- 
ing of the soul to God mean, than the divine virtue of love, 
by which a man desires above all things the favour of God, and 
courts His love, determined, so that he may obtain and pre- 
serve that love, on obeying God’s commandments, in spite of 
all the temptations of the world, the flesh, and the devil, and 
on persevering, by the grace of God, in that obedience unto 
death? If while you use these metaphors you do not mean 
this, I entreat you, say plainly what you do mean. So 
wholly impossible is it intelligibly to explain any trust in 
God, bringing with it the saving effect of justification, which 
does not, when so explained, include in its meaning the true 
love of God and a sincere purpose of obedience. 

§ 5. Trust, which you hold to be the chief act of justify- 
ing faith, you assert is “further removed by two degrees 
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from mAnpodopia or full assurance of God’s favour in the sTRIC. 
forgiveness of sins ;” but you so describe that trust, that it -~1)_ 
does not seem to be one step removed from full assurance. 
For first you call that trust ‘confidence:’ now this word 
(except that by good writers it is generally used in a bad 
sense) means a sure and undoubted persuasion about some- 
thing; but the metaphors you use insinuate the same full 
assurance. For, “for aman to rely and rest in God, to cast all 
his care (viz. of obtaining eternal salvation) upon God, to 
take refuge with God as a rock, and to build himself on Him 
as upon a rock,” these expressions of yours, I say, surely 
pot to some security of mind as to obtaining salvation. 
What must one think of your expressly defending a security 
of this kind? You say afterwards, that “it is one common 
nature of faith by which the servant of God puts his trust in 
the mercy, truth and power of God, when he is most secure 
of obtaining any promised benefit.” Tell me, how does this 
most sure security, which you defend, differ from that full 
assurance which you reject. If you say, that this most sure 
security regards only the truth and power of God in perform- 
ing promises, by which forsooth we are persuaded that God 
will make good His promises, provided we perform the con- 
ditions of the same, you are plainly shirking the question, 
for you yourself distinguish that conditional trust from the 
confidence to which you attribute justification: and it is 
plain also, that that trust of itself is not sufficient for justifi- 
cation. By the way I remark that in the words next 
quoted by me, you speak of the trust of the ‘servant of God’ 
as to obtaining a promised benefit. But you should re- 
member, my Censurer, that it is no question as to the trust 
of a man who has already become a servant of God, (for we 
do not deny that such a man may rightly conceive in his 
mind great confidence of obtaining promised benefits,) but of 
the trust of a sinner striving to extricate himself from the 
slavery of sin, and aspiring to the free service of God. Nay, 
you speak distinctly about trust which precedes all one’s 
obedience, and even readiness to obey, and to this trust you 
attribute justification. But what sort of servant of God, 
I pray, is he who has not yet served God, nay who has not 
yet bound himself in will to God’s service? and what trust 


ST RIC. 
XIII. 


106 Trust, absolute and conditional. 


can a man of this sort conceive in his mind of obtaining the 
promises of God, except that conditional trust, by which 
he is persuaded that he shall obtain the promised benefits, 
if he perform the condition, i. e. provided he becomes in 
truth a ‘ servant of God ?’ 

§ 6. In my Dissertations I have used the distinction of a 
twofold trust: the one absolute, by which a man held in 
doubt by no condition believes that his sins are actually for- 
given, and that he is accepted by God unto salvation: the 
other conditional, by which a man trusts in the Gospel pro- 
mise, that he shall obtain forgiveness of sins, and likewise 
eternal salvation through Christ, if only he perform the con- 
dition of obtaining forgiveness prescribed in the Gospel. I 
have allowed my opponent to take which of these two kinds 
of trust he chooses, to which to attribute a man’s justification: 
assured that to neither can a man’s justification be attributed 
without manifest absurdity. You reject each of these kinds 
of trust from justification, and yet pertinaciously maintain 
that there is a trust, which is the primary act of justifymg 
faith and as it were its formal cause. You allow that I have 
satisfactorily refuted the opinion of those who hold that 
justifying faith is absolute trust of forgiveness of sins already 
obtained; and yet you attribute justification to a trust dis- 
tinct from conditional trust. I admire your cleverness in 
that you are the first philosopher who has found a mean 
between two contradictories. Is there, I pray you, any trust, 
which neither depends, nor does not depend, on a condi- 
tion? If you try to get off by saying that the justifying 
trust, which you contend for, is indeed conditional, but 
yet is wholly different from the conditional trust I have 
described, it will be of no avail. For, first, you will never 
be able to explain to us any conditional trust which is really 
a bare confidence, and which is not exactly the same as that 
conditional trust which I have described. Whatever you 
add to that description, it will be evident that it is an act not 
of faith or trust, but of love. This is what I have already 
said in this chapter of my Dissertations. “It is evident that 
this conditional confidence can contribute nothing to a man’s 
Justification and future happiness, except you suppose it to 
act upon his will and affections by producing some act of love 
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in the soul, and by strongly stimulating the whole man to sTRIC. 
seek those blessings of the Gospel which he believes both to 1U_ 
exist and to be attainable by him.” What I ask is fair: ‘ ae 
bring forward some day a description of justifying trust, (not 

in metaphorical, as is your wont, but in plain terms,) and I 

engage to submit myself to you forthwith. Secondly, it 

cannot be affirmed that this conditional trust, whatever 

it may be, or however you may describe it, is sufficient 

of itself to man’s justification or salvation, without a most 

evident contradiction. For from the very fact that this 

trust depends on a condition, it is plain that it is of no 

avail to a man’s justification or salvation, except that condi- 

tion be performed, otherwise there would be a fallacy in the 

trust itself: e. g. I trust, resting on the promise of the Gospel, 

that I shall obtain forgiveness of sins and so eternal salvation, 

if only I heartily repent of my sins, and devote myself to 

Christ our Lord, and a holy life according to the order of His 

Gospel; and I believe that otherwise I cannot obtain pardon 

and salvation. If now this trust could of itself, without the 
performance of the condition of repentance, obtain justifica- 

tion, there would plainly be a fallacy in the trust by which 

I was persuaded that I should obtain forgiveness of sins on 
condition of repentance, and not otherwise ; consequently a 

man would by a false persuasion obtain justification and 
salvation. 

§ 7. But perhaps you will take refuge in the opinion of 
those who hold that the trust by which we are justified is a 
trust (as they say) “of special mercy: by which a man be- 
lieves and holds individually, that our Saviour Jesus Christ 
has made most full satisfaction for his sins, and that conse- 
quently forgiveness of sins, righteousness and eternal life, is 
offered not only to others, but himself also; and that of the 
free gift and mercy of God for the merit of Christ alone.” 
This is held in so many words by some of our reformed 
writers, in other respects most learned men. These writers 
teach also, that this trust is wholly different from that con- 
ditional trust which I have described; and yet is not the 
same with an absolute trust, by which a man believes that 
his sins are actually forgiven. For these same doctors ex- 
pressly define that “the act of saving faith, which is the 
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STRIC. instrumental cause of justification, is not a trust that pardon 
XIII. or forgiveness of sins has been obtained, but a trust of ob- 
taining pardon.” Could I judge of your meaning from so con- 
fused and perplexed an argument, I should think that these 
doctors had exactly and fully expressed your opinion; but 
that the reader may escape from this labyrinth, we must ob- 
serve carefully, that the trust by which a man holds that 
forgiveness, righteousness and salvation is offered not only to 
others, but himself also, depends either 1. on the faith of a 
general promise made in the Gospel, or 2. on a persuasion 
of his particular and absolute election to salvation, which has 
been determined on by the secret will and decree of God, 
and made known to him by some immediate revelation. If 
those teachers mean the former, we willingly allow that 
every man, to whom the Gospel is made known, not only 
can, but ought to believe, that to him in particular, forgive- 
ness, righteousness, and so eternal life in Christ is seriously 
offered, and that he shall certainly obtain forgiveness, righte- 
ousness, salvation, if he continues in the way set forth in the 
Gospel; since the promise is to all. But 1. This trust is 
falsely called one of ‘special mercy,’ unless, with the Confes- 
sion of Augsburg, we mean by special mercy, “that mercy 
which is a special, free, and undeserved favour, and is opposed 
to the worthiness of contrition or other works either prece- 
dent or consequent.” 2. This trust can be no other than 
that conditional trust by which a man trusts that he will 
obtain forgiveness, righteousness, and eternal salvation by 
and through Christ, if he heartily repent of his sins, and 
shall for the future obey Christ’s precepts. For the uni- 
versal promise was made by this law: and therefore no 
sinner, who is not yet justified, can by the force of the pro- 
mise conceive in his mind, and trust that he will obtain 
forgiveness and salvation, other than that conditional trust 
which I have described: all which is plain. If, however, 
they mean the latter, viz. that a trust of special mercy, by 
which a man believes that to him in particular forgiveness 
and salvation in Christ are offered, rests on a persuasion 
of his particular and absolute election, immediately revealed 
to him by the Spirit, then must they fall into the grossest 
absurdities. For (not to mention other things) in the first 
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place, this opinion turns Christian faith mto mere enthu-sTRIC. 
siasm, than which nothing is more dangerous. Secondly, this! 
opinion entirely inverts the right order, acknowledged and 
received by all the more sound divines. I will not here enter 
on the question of predestination, which I could heartily wish 
was for ever buried in oblivion ; although there is no want of 
learned divines who strongly contend that by the doctrine 
of election, as it is taught by many, all such justification of 
a man at God’s tribunal as takes place in time, is utterly 
overturned. But I will argue from what is granted on both 
sides. All the sounder divines allow (both those who teach 
that the decree of election is absolute and irrespective, as 
those who contend that that decree is founded in Christ, and 
consequently has reference to men planted in Christ by a 
living and persevering faith) that the knowledge and, as it 
were, sense of our election (that can be attained in this 
mortal life) follows upon faith, love, repentance, and so daily 
mortification, and cannot otherwise be realized but by these 
proofs. On the other hand, according to this opinion, a 
trust and persuasion of our election is held to be, as it were, 
the first step in the ladder of salvation, and men not yet 
justified, before any obedience, are taught to conceive this 
trust. A doctrine so foolish and absurd that it is not worth 
being refuted, but so impious and dangerous that it 1s 
worthy of all hatred and every anathema. Nor must they 
be heard who have dared to assert, as though to their re- 
proach, that this is the doctrine of all the reformed Churches. 
It is clear that this is false. For Ist, it is certain that 
almost all the Churches which follow the Confession of Augs- 
burg, i. e. the Lutheran, (which are most numerous,) not 
only do not admit the doctrine of absolute and irrespective 
election, but reject it as wholly fictitious, and consequently it 
cannot be, that according to the doctrine of these Churches, 
the object of justifying faith is held to be that special mercy 
which is founded in absolute election. 2ndly, the Augsburg 
Confession itself, which among the reformed Confessions is of 
all the first and best, plainly teaches in the chapter ‘on “faith,” 
that this special mercy of predestination is not an object of 
faith: for there the Augsburg divines make the object of 
faith the promise of mercy, which is made to us on account 
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of “Christ our Deliverer,’ which they plainly teach is uni- 
versal. Their words are, “As the preaching of repentance is 
universal, so the promise of grace also is universal, and orders 
all to believe and accept the goodness of Christ.” Nay, to 
shew that they do not mean this special mercy of election, 
they expressly add, “There is no need here of questions on 
predestination, for the promise is universal.”’ 3rdly. Lastly, our 
English Church, Article X VII., expressly teaches that the con- 
sideration and perception of eternal election (which she ex- 
pressly says is in Christ) is attained only by “ godly persons, 
and such as feel in themselves the working of the Spirit of 
Christ, mortifying the works of the flesh and thei earthly 
members, and drawing up their mind to high and heavenly 
things ;’ and at the end of the article recalls men from those 
curious speculations on predestination, (with the authors of 
the Augsburg Confession,) and refers them to the universal 
promise in these words: “ Furthermore, we must receive 
God’s promises in such wise, as they be generally set forth 
to us in Holy Scripture; and in our doings that will of God 
is to be followed which we have expressly declared unto us 
in the Word of God:” and these remarks (as by the way) I 
thought ought to be made as to the trust of a special mercy, 
to preclude you from all means of evasion. I now proceed 
in the examination of what follows in this Stricture. 

§ 8. “The proper act of justifying faith,” you say, “lies 
between that conditional trust, by which a man is persuaded 
that he will be saved if he submit himself to God’s condition, 
&c., and the fruit of faith, viz. obedience.” If here by obe- 
dience you mean the course and series of visible obedience, 
we allow that that by which we obtain primary justification 
(by whatever name you call it) is somewhat between that 
conditional trust and obedience of that kind. But it is plain 
that by ‘obedience’ you meant the promptness for obedience, 
or sincere purpose of obeying. For thus you speak shortly 
after—“this trust begets a readiness to obey. Meantime 
the root, though it bear fruits as occasion demands and pro- 
duces them, must be distinguished from the shoot itself. By 
the force of the promise, ‘He that believeth in Him, he 
that buildeth on that stone elect precious, shall be saved &c.; 
the just shall live by faith,’ although he die the next moment 
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as the believing thief; justifying faith therefore is trust:” and ST RIC. 
so you hold that there is a sort of justifying trust which ae 
follows upon that conditional trust, and yet precedes all obe- 

dience, nay, precedes also the readiness to obey. What you 

hold is as dangerous as it is absurd. The arguments and 
examples or similes, by which you try to prove and explain 

this wonderful assertion, are futile and frivolous ; nay, if they 

be well weighed, they fight plainly against you. 

§ 9. You argue thus: “ Contraries placed side by side are 
seen more prominently, as the philosopher hath said truly. 
The corrupt flesh is not only guilty of incredulity &c., but 
also labours under infidelity, or rather distrust. It will be 
clear to any one who examines the matter, that the fault of 
distrust is an evil in addition to that of incredulity. Now on 
the other side it is evident” &c. I answer: Ist. Grant that 
distrust is another evil added to incredulity, what will follow 
thence from the rule of opposites? this only legitimately, 
that trust is another virtue added to credulity or assent. 
But what then? does it thence follow (which was incumbent 
on you to prove) that there is a justifying trust, which hes 
between conditional trust and obedience, or a readiness to 
obey ? Of course not. 2ndly. But it is false that distrust (af 
you distinguish it as you should from the disobedience of 
the heart) is an evil, in addition to incredulity. Distrust and 
incredulity are the same things, provided they are referred 
to the same object, viz. a Divine promise. Does a man dis- 
believe or refuse his assent to a Divine promise of obtaining 
some benefit? From the very fact that he disbelheves the Divine 
promise, he distrusts it, nor is there here any difference, or 
that of no account, between incredulity and distrust. This 
is clear enough from the well-known examples, which you 
mention in passing, of the Israelites, when they rebelled in 
the wilderness, and the Samaritan lord. These did not 
believe, or give their assent, i. e. they had no confidence in 
the Divine promises made to them; so that their incredulity 
and distrust were exactly the same. But from this incredulity 
of mind there followed in them a disobedience of heart, which émetées. 
betrayed itself in corresponding words and deeds. So again, 
on the other side, ‘credence’ or assent, and ‘ trust’ are the 
same thing, if you regard the same object, viz. a Divine 
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sTRIC. promise. I believe, or I give my assent, to the Divine promise 

_ XIU. of eternal salvation to be given me by and through Christ, 
on some certain conditions; i. e. I trust in God, promising 
me salvation on these conditions. Who does not here see 
that my faith or assent, and trust are exactly the same 
things, and no way to be distinguished? But» from this 
assent of the mind, or trust, (if by God’s grace it be effica- 
cious,) there follows ready obedience of heart, and firm deter- 
mination of mind, by which one determines that one will 
submit oneself to God’s condition (as you speak) in order 
to become partaker of the promised benefit. This ready 
obedience of heart is (if we speak properly) the effect of 
trust, not trust itself; as on the other hand disobedience of 
heart is the effect of distrust, not distrust itself properly so 
called. Hence it is clear that between distrust, by which a 
man disbelieves or distrusts the promise of God in the Gospel 
as to salvation, to be given to him on certain conditions by 
and on account of Christ, and that disobedience of heart by 
which he determines that he will not submit himself to 
the conditions of the Gospel, but will go on in his sins, there 
is no middle distrust; and on the other side, between con- 
ditional distrust, by which a man believes or trusts in the 
same Divine promise, and the obedience of the heart, by 
which a man seriously applies his mind to perform the con- 
ditions of the promise, there is no middle trust. 

§ 10. The similes of the trust of a sick man in his phy- 
sician, and of a traveller in his guide, by which you meant to 
prove and explain your opinion, are wholly foreign from your 
purpose. On the contrary, they serve most suitably for the 
elucidation of my doctrine. A traveller believes, i. e. trusts 
in a trust-worthy man who knows the way, and offers himself 
to him as a guide; consequently, if he seriously wishes to 
reach the end of his journey, he follows his guide securely in 
the way unknown to him. Here it is plain that, 1st, ‘to 
believe and trust’ a ‘guide’ are exactly the same thing. 
2ndly, that there is no middle trust between that trust by 
which a traveller believes and trusts that he shall arrive at 
the end of his journey, if he take the road pointed out by his 
guide, and that purpose of mind by which he determines 
that he will follow the footsteps of the same. How this may 


This proved by familiar examples. Toe, 


be applied to our purpose, every one may sce. Likewise the sTRIC. 
patient believes, i. e. trusts in his physician, (whom he knows —~UEL 
to be skilled in his art, and to be an honest man,) who 
promises him health; whence (Gf nothing persuade him to 
the contrary) he obeys the prescriptions of his physician. 
Here again credence (as you call it) and trust are the same 
thing; only it is not true that trust follows belief contin- 
gently, which you affirm. Here also it is clear enough that 
between the conditional trust, by which a sick man believes 
and trusts he shall recover his health if he use the remedies 
prescribed by his physician, and that purpose of mind by 
which he determines he will follow the prescriptions of his 
physician, there is no middle trust. You affirm absolutely 
that the sick man who trusts in his physician obeys his 
prescriptions, which is most false. He does not always obey 
who trusts. For it may happen that the physician thinks 
abstinence in food and drink necessary, and so prescribes 
that which the sick man, enslaved to a contrary inveterate 
habit, cannot or will not bear. Or it is possible that the 
disordered stomach of the sick man nauseates the prescribed 
remedy, (which otherwise he doubts not would be available). 
Lastly, it is possible that the remedy may be so severe, and 
jomed with so much pain, (i. e. if a limb is to be cut off, 
ne pars sincera trahatur,) that a delicate patient, though 
he by no means distrusts the advice of his physician, would 
rather die than go through it. Perhaps no instance in 
human things could be brought forward, which would be 
more suited to our purpose. We are all ill with the fatal 
disease of sin. We havea Physician sent from heaven, Jesus , 
Christ our Saviour. He promises us salvation, and that 
eternal, without price, provided we refuse not to obey His 
most wholesome counsel, and use the remedies prescribed in 
the Gospel. He who believes or gives his assent to Christ 
promising, trusts in that same Christ, so that you may look 
in vain for any difference here between assent and trust, or 
any middle trust between this same trust and that firm pur- 
pose by which a man determines that he will walk in the 
way pointed out by Christ of obtaining eternal salvation, and 
will continue in it to his life’s end. It is possible also, and 
alas! is too often the case, that he who believes and trusts in 
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Christ promising salvation, has not yet brought himself to 
determine to walk in the way pointed out by Christ of ob- 
taining salvation. That this is too true is proclaimed by sad 
experience, and clearly borne witness to by Holy Scripture, 
which expressly relates that there have been many who have 
believed in Christ and His Gospel, and consequently have 
trusted in His promises, which are no small part of the Gospel 
published by Him; and yet fear of danger or disgrace among 
men hath kept them from the confession of Christ, and con- 
sequently from salvation. The Apostle St. Paul also most 
plainly teaches that it is possible for a man to have ‘all faith,’ 
(which without doubt embraces a most firm assent to the 
whole Gospel, and so a most sure trust in the promises 
of the Gospel,) and yet be wholly estranged from love, 
and consequently from salvation. To insist still on your 
example of a sick man putting his trust in a physician, 
it often happens that he who trusts in Christ the Physician 
of souls, is averse to the prescribed means of spiritual 
medicine, as being most distasteful to the flesh. Christ 
requires us, if we will be saved, to leave off our accus- 
tomed habit of sin, which we find it hard to obtain from 
ourselves. The palate of the mind is vitiated, and no more 
relishes spiritual things than a sick man does the bitterest 
pill. Lastly, (which is most difficult of all,) right hands 
must in this case be cut off; eyes plucked out that the whole 
man perish not for ever. 

§ 11. How the instance of the believing thief has reference 
to your proposition I do not see. Think you that that thief 
obtained justification and salvation by mere trust, without 
any obedience, external or internal, nay, without any readi- 
ness for obedience? You err grievously. Hear Davenant, 
who after he had thoroughly proved the necessity of good 
works to justification, in addition to his arguments adds this 
very example of the believing thief in these words: “ Lastly, 
let us illustrate and support these arguments by a well- 
known example. If ever any justified person was utterly 
without good works, this must have been especially the case 
in the thief, who was converted in the last act of his life. 
But if we consult the Evangelist St. Luke, we shall find that 
he was eminent in many and great good works. As regards 
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external works, he humbly confesses his sin, calls his com- § TRIC. 
panion to the fear of God and repentance, and acknowledges _*U!-_ 
Christ hanging on the cross, deserted by His followers, 

derided by His enemies, as the giver of a heavenly kingdom. 

These were external works, the best and brightest he could 

have displayed at such a time. If we look to internal works, 

without doubt he grieved and repented truly and _ heartily 

of the crimes of his past life, he hoped also for his companion 

(which was an instance of his love) repentance and salvation, 

he believed firmly in Christ his Redeemer, and lastly, testified 

his fear and love towards God.” 

§ 12. You say, “This distinction is clear: we believe 
the word of truth: we hope for what is promised: and we 
trust in the Promiser who is faithful and powerful.” What 
then? Does it hence follow that there is a trust which is 
neither absolute trust nor the conditional trust which I 
have described ? you would not deduce this conclusion from 
this distinction by the help of ten inferences. There are some 
things, however, in this clear distinction, which require to be 
noted and stigmatized. First, then, you have done wrong in 
putting trust’in a faithful and powerful Promiser in the last 
place, when it ought to have been in the first. For all the as- 
sent or trust which we have in any promise, is posterior to 
the trust which we place in a faithful and powerful Promiser, 
and depends upon it. Thus for instance, I trust in the pro- 
mises of God, i.e. I am persuaded that God will be true to the 
faith of His promises, or will perform His promises, because 
I trust in the faithful and powerful God Himself, or I am 
fully persuaded of the faithfulness and power of God. This 
is plain from the examples which you have adduced. Thus 
the sick man trusts in the promise of his physician to restore 
him to health if he use the remedies prescribed, because he 
has confidence in the physician, as a good man, and one 
skilled in his art, &c. In a matter so plain we need not say 
more, and therefore it is absurd in you to a degree to place 
trust in God or Christ, as a faithful and powerful Promiser, 
last in order as the perfection of justifying faith. For who- 
ever assents to the Word of God or Christ, trusts in God or 
Christ, as a faithful and powerful Promiser, since such an 
assent cannot be given without that trust. But you yourself 
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STRIC. allow, and we have clearly proved, that a wicked man, one 
bee quite a stranger to the state of justification, may give this 
assent. Secondly, most falsely and most dangerously you refer 
the hope of the promise to justifying faith, or to that trust 
which precedes a man’s justification. For hope is nothing 
else than the expectation of a future good; and theological 
hope is the expectation of obtaining a future good, 1. e. 
eternal salvation, from God or Christ. This expectation 
depends on a man’s firm persuasion either that he will, or 
certainly that he can, gain eternal salvation. That you did 
not mean here by “hope” such an expectation of salvation 
as rests on a man’s persuasion that he can obtain eternal 
salvation, is plain from hence, viz. that this persuasion is 
exactly the same as that conditional trust which you reject 
as insufficient for a man’s justification. Therefore by “hope” 
you must here mean such an expectation of eternal salvation 
as arises from a man’s persuasion that he will obtain 
eternal life; and this expectation (as I have observed in my 
Dissertations) is more properly called “ hope” in Holy Serip- 
tures. But this hope or expectation follows upon our per- 
formance of the condition required for justification, and con- 
sequently upon our justification itself. For with what right 
can any one expect eternal salvation, if he has not yet per- 
formed the things required for justification, (without which 
there can be no salvation)? You see now, I hope, the errors 
and illusions there are in this distinction, which you call 
“clear.” Nevertheless, to make the matter still more clear, 
I will here set forth the true and most clear distinction 
between the various acts of Christian faith, trust, and hope. 
The order is this: First, we believe that our Lord Jesus is the 
Joh. 9.35; Christ, and the most true and mighty Son of God. Hence 
Bee 3, we believe the whole of His Gospel, and trust most especially 
over art His promises. Next (if this faith and trust be made 
ft efficacious in us by God’s grace) we seriously apply our 
minds to perform the condition of these promises, viz. by 
repenting of our sins, by conceiving a firm purpose of obe- 
dience, and by devoting ourselves to.Christ our King. 
Lastly, by performing the condition, we hope for the thing 
promised: which hope is more or less perfect in proportion 
to, and according to the measure of, our obedience, or as it 
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is more or less clear to us that we have performed the con- sT RIC, 
dition. Here every thing is clear. Shall I also illustrate _~U 
and support this by the example which you have adduced ? 

A sick man is persuaded that his physician is a good man 

and skilled in his art. Hence he trusts in his promise of 
restoring him to health, if he obey his prescriptions. Then 

(if, as befits a wise man, he consults his own health) he sub- 

mits himself to the prescriptions of his physician, determining 

to try all remedies, however disagreeable, in order to get rid 

of his disease. Lastly, by obeying the prescriptions, he has 

a good hope of recovering his health. But a sick man would 

be a fool and a madman (and therefore only fit to set sail for 
Anticyra) who expected to be made well by a physician 

while refusing to take his advice and use the prescribed 
remedies. ‘This, in fact, is your great mistake, the source of 

all your errors, that you have not accurately distinguished 
between the hope of a promised blessing, which is consequent 

on a Christian’s performance of his duty, and the trust in a 
promise, which precedes justification indeed, but is not of 

itself sufficient to obtain it. 

§ 18. The exhortations to trust that meet one in every 
page of Scripture, the very great promises annexed to these 
precepts, lastly, the splendid examples of the same, which 
you adduce, neither help your cause at all, nor injure mine. 
For the passages in which these precepts, promises, examples, 
occur, besides that they generally refer to advantages of 
this life, speak most plainly of the trust of a righteous man ; 
and that, too, resting on the goodness and power of God in 
the way of righteousness. But that it is the privilege of a 
righteous man that he may, his duty that he should trust 
securely, in his greatest affliction, in Almighty God, and 
“commit the keeping of his soul to Him in well-doing,” 
1 Pet. 4. 19. (with which must be compared Ps. 37. 3, which 
is at the head of your quotations); that it is to this trust of a 
righteous man that the greatest promises in Scripture are 
annexed, that it is of this same trust that we find the splendid 
examples in Scripture, no one can doubt. But this wretched 
reasoning, displayed so often in your Strictures, compels me 
toask again, What then? For I sce no inference to be drawn 
hence, which at all favours your absurd hypothesis. Let me 
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remind you, then, again, my dear Sir, that it is incumbent 


on you to prove one or other of these two things: either, 


lst, that a sinner, one not yet justified, has any right to con- 
ceive in his mind a trust that he will obtain eternal salvation, 
other than that conditional trust which I have so often de- 
scribed ; or, 2ndly, that this conditional trust is of itself 
sufficient to the justification of a sinner. The latter you 
deny; the former you will never prove. Certainly, those 
precepts, promises, examples of Scripture, as they have been 
adduced by you, are nothing to the purpose. 

§ 14. I come now to your Achillean argument. You say: 
“ T will add one other argument only, the strength of which 
I would have you try; it is taken from the law of contraries. 
When a man is forbidden or found fault with,’ &c. But 
whoever examines this argument also, of the strength of 
which you boast so much, will pronounce it at once to be 
downright touchwood. For, in the first place, with all your 
attempts you effect nothing, trying to prove from many 
passages of Scripture that, as often as a man is forbidden to 
trust in any thing else than God, what is blamed in him is 
trusting. For, who in his senses will deny that (fidere) ‘ to 
trust, means (fiduciam) ‘trustmg?’? 2ndly. Your observa- 
tion, that a man is not rightly said auro &c. credere, is silly 
enough: for credere means sometimes the same as confidere. 
Thus Virgil : 

* Nimium ne crede colori.’ 


And Ovid: 


** Moribus et vite credidit ille mez.”’ 


And you find examples of this continually in good authors, 
3rdly. When you say, “ with equal reason ‘ faith in God?’ is 
properly trust,’ you do not rightly state your parity of 
reason, which should rather have stood thus: When a man is 
forbidden to trust in himself, &c. what is blamed in him, is 
trust: with equal reason, when a man is enjoined to trust in 
God or Christ, ‘what is enjoined him’ is in like manner 
trust. Not all faith in God or Christ is trust: but that faith 
only, which looks to God as a Promiser. But what you elicit 
hence, that has even a show of argument to as your 
hypothesis, I cannot divine. 
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§ 15. Except, indeed, you meant that by the phrase (credere ST RIC. 


in Deum sive Christum), ‘to believe in God or Christ,’ some 
peculiar trust is denoted in Scripture, which none but they 
who believe unto justification and salvation have. In this 
sense, indeed, you speak at the beginning of your longer 
Stricture above cited; where you say in so many words, 
that “the Scripture expresses the proper idea of saving faith 
as well as the peculiar act, by ‘believing in or on God, or 
Christ,’ (ro muorevew ets or ért TOV Ocdv or Xpsorov,) ‘and on 
or in the name of the Lord,’ (éi or es dvowa and év évéuare 
Kupiov”). But this criticism of yours neither has any thing 
in it, nor is it true, since it is certain that miotevew els 
Xpiotov is said in the Scriptures of those who had not yet 
believed unto justification and salvation. See the plainest 
passages, John 2. 23, 24, and 12. 42, 48. The phrase 
mMoTevew ets TWa, Occurs no where (that I know) among pro- 
fane Greek writers, but is an idiom of the Hebrew language, 
which was imitated by the writers of the New Testament. 
But it must be observed that there are two phrases in 
Hebrew, credere alicut and credere in aliquem; where dis- 
tinction is rather of words than of things. Thus on moni, 
non credidit eis, “he believed them not,’ Gen. 45. 26. »b-p»x 
syansn msn Sp yassmy 75 ovo, si. non crediderint tibi, ut cre- 
dent voci signt posterioris, “if they will not believe thee, 
they will believe the voice of the latter sign,” Exod. 4. 8. 
> onspxn xbdy, ef non credidistis Ipsi, “ye believed Him 
not,” Deut. 9. 23. say mwas mina dN, ef crediderunt in 
Dominum et in Mosen Hjus servum, “they believed the Lord 
and His servant Moses,” Exod. 14. 31. 49s) qacpy, etcam 
in te credent, “and believe thee,” Exod. 19. 9. From these 
examples it is evident that the phrases credere alicui and 
credere in aliquem were used promiscuously in Hebrew 
of God as of His creatures. Nay, so far is the phrase 
credere in Deum from signifying of itself justifying trust, 
that at times it does not signify trust at all. Thus of the 
Ninevites, who believed Jonah denouncing the destruction 
of their city in God’s name, it is said onda nio93 wan ON, 
et crediderunt viri Nineve in Deum, “So the people of 
Nineveh believed God,’ Jon. 38. 5, where it is plain that 
by credere in Deum, trust is not signified. For trust 
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'. always regards some promise; whereas in this passage the 
—— assent is expressed which the Ninevites gave to God’s threat- 


ening, preached by Jonah concerning the destruction of their 
city. It has not escaped me that St. Austin somewhere has 
nicely {as is his wont) distinguished between these three, cre- 
dere Deo, credere Deum, and credere in Deum. But to this 
distinction that great Father applies a Catholic and sound 
sense ; and if you admit this sense, further question with 
you on the subject will be ended. For with St. Austin 
credere in Deum is nothing else than amare Deum, ‘to love 
God.’ He says, “Non continuo qui credit Deo, credit in Deum ; 
nam et demones credebant ei, et non credebant in eum.” Again, 
we can say of His Apostles, credimus Paulo, but not credimus 
in Paulum; and he subjoins, “ What, then, is to believe in 
God, (credere in Deum?) To love Him by believing, to choose 
Him by believing, to go to Him by believing, and to be 
incorporated among His members.” Lastly, explaming the 
faith by which we believe in God, he says, “ It is not faith of 
any sort, but that which worketh by love.” There are some 
like things in St. Austin in Exposit. Psalm. 77. and Serm. 6, 
of the words of our Lord; and Psalm 130, “ This is ‘to be- 
lieve in Christ,’ viz. to love Him.” 

§ 16. Thus, at length, I have refuted your long Stricture 
in as long an answer. From all which, sensible readers may 
easily judge how false your conclusion is that “faith taken 
in this sense, (i. e. as simple trust,) is most plainly taught by 
Christ and His Apostles to be the condition (viz. the one 
condition) of justification.” From what has been said it will 
also be abundantly clear what empty boastings are in the words 
with which you end the discussion, as though you were leading 
atriumph. “ You see, then, it is not so hopeless a task to con- 
ceive and explain the idea of a reliance or trust in God, (which, 
forsooth, of itself and before any obedience justifies us). I 
should say with more truth: See how vain is the attempt of 
those who try to explain to us any trust, properly so called, 
which necessarily carries with it the saving effect of justification. 

§ 17. By way of finish I will put some conclusions before 
the reader, which (in my judgment) clearly and succinctly 
comprise the true doctrine of Christian faith and trust. 
Conclusion first: Christian faith and trust, properly speak- 
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ing, differ only as general and particular; so that faith issTRIC. 
assent to the whole Gospel, in its utmost extent, while trust ~Ut_ 
is that assent as it regards the promises made in the Gospel. 

I have proved this conclusion above, which is also of itself 9, 10. 
sufficiently evident. Trust does not refer to every thing 

which is delivered in the Gospel, (for we are not properly 

said to trust in threats or in narrations of past events, &c.,) 


but to those blessings only which are promised by God in 


the Gospel. But the faith of the Gospel is exercised in 
threats and other assertions, either as regards the future, 
present, or past, even such as in no way concern us, no less 
than in promises. 

§ 18. Conclusion second: Since Christian trust regards the 
promises of God in the Gospel, and these promises set before 
us very great and most desirable blessings, to be obtained by 
man on certain conditions ; and consequently it is not possible 
for any one to give his assent to the Gospel promises, i. e. 
trust in them, unless he have some proportionable desire of 
such promised blessings ; hence Christian trust (taken in the 
wider sense of the word trust) is sometimes defined,—Assent 
to the Gospel promises, joined with the desire of the pro- 
mised blessings. This definition of ‘trust’? continually 
occurs in the writings of the divines who are accustomed 
to treat theological matters more accurately. Among others 
see the learned Robert Baron, who treating of the question, Philos. 
“Whether trust is an act of the intellect,” &c. says thus: rene: 
“An act of each kind (viz. both the assent of the intellect Exercit. 3. 
and the desire of the will) is required for trust. Jor no one pees oe 
can be said to trust or be confident of obtaining any blessing, ™ °- 
except he have a firm persuasion in the mind, and a desire 
or love of that blessing in the will.” This is excellently ex- 
plained by Tilenus, saying, that “ divine truth is an object of Se 
faith, not only as it relates any thing, but especially as it Bek 37, 
promises any thing: where it is not sufficient to assent to Thes. 18. 
the narration as true, but one must also either embrace or 
reject the thing offered, which especially belongs to the 
will.’ Nevertheless the same learned man* holds that trust 
is formally situated in the intellect. For he subjoins imme- 


diately, “ The former act is the essence, or formal cause of 
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trust ; the latter is only the act annexed to or accompanying 
it: and consequently trust is, formally speaking, in the in- 
tellect, though it have the desire of the will annexed to it. 
This assertion is proved, in the first place, because the oppo- 
site of trust, viz. distrust, is in the intellect; therefore trust 
itself is in the intellect. The ground of the premiss is, that 
distrust, by which a man is said to distrust himself and his 
affairs, does not signify hatred, or an aversion of the will, but 
either a doubt as to his own powers, or a persuasion of his 
own weakness, which without doubt belongs to the intellect. 
In the second place, because if trust were formally an act of 
the will, it would be nothing else than a desire or love of the 
object. But this is contrary to daily experience: for many 
ardently seek for and desire an object, who have no confi- 
dence of obtaining it.” We have this granted by that learned 
man, who in other respects is but too favourable to your hy- 
pothesis. But with these things allowed on both sides, let 
us proceed farther. 

§ 19. Conclusion third: Each act of trust taken in its wider 
sense, viz. both assent to the promises of the Gospel, and the 
desire of the promised blessings, is compatible with the case 
of aman who has not yet arrived at a state of grace and salva- 
tion. This conclusion is proved from the two former. Who- 
ever gives his assent to the whole Gospel, (which I have above 
shewn, and you yourself allow can be done by a man as yet 
carnal and unregenerate,) by that act assents or trusts in the 
promises contained in the Gospel. But from this assent, or 
trust, necessarily flows a proportionable desire of the promised 
blessings: as I have shewn in the explanation of the second 
conclusion. But what need is there of our reasonings? 
Truth itself teaches that there are many who seek to enter 
the gate of salvation, but will not be able; where the ‘ seek- 
ing’ comprises two things at least: 1. a trust or persuasion 
that eternal salvation has been procured by Christ, and that 
it is really offered to us in Christ: 2. the desire of ob- 
taining happiness; nay, the word denotes some sort of at- 
tempt to obtain it. Yet these seekers will fail in attaining 
the desired happiness, because they ‘strive not,’ which word 
implies a great and constant struggle of mind. They seek 
the kingdom of God, but not as the first thing; they are 
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desirous of immortality, but it is not prized by them enough STRIC. 

to make them willing to give up this world’s advantages. ens 
§ 20. Conclusion fourth: Therefore that trust only in the 

promises of the Gospel or in Christ the Promiser, places a 

man, according to the Gospel covenant, in a state of grace and 

salvation, which has annexed to and joined with it a desire, 

not of any kind, but a strong and ardent desire, for the very 

great blessings promised by Christ in the Gospel; a desire 

which goes beyond all his other desires, and which, being 

well thought over, and after every thing has been duly 

weighed, begets in him a determination to do or suffer any 

thing, so that he may at length obtain the promised blessings. 

The truth of this conclusion is clearly proved from the former : 

and is more fully confirmed by remarkable passages of Scrip- 

ture, worthy of every consideration, Matt. 10. 37, 38, Luke 14. 

25—83, inclusive. But this trust, which has annexed to it 

this strong and ardent desire, is without doubt ‘ faith per- 

fected by love,’ to which St. Paul attributes justification, and Gal. 5. 6. 

to which no Christian will deny it. Here, then, you have the 

true doctrine of Christian trust most clearly explained. 


STRICTURE XIV. 
ON I. DISS. v.. p. 28. 


In the beginning of this chapter occurs the fourth argu- 
ment, by which I endeavour to establish St. James’s state- 
ment concerning the necessity of good works to justification. 
The chapter begins thus: “ Let us take our fourth argument 
from the manner in which God will judge mankind at the 
last day. By whatever rule every one shall be judged in the 
next world by God, according to the same he is justified by 
Him in this. But in the next world every one will be judged 
according to his works, (and not by faith alone). Therefore, 
in this world every one is justified by God by his works, (and 
not by faith ‘alone’). If I am not very much mistaken, this 
argument is unanswerable.” You meet this argument by a 
threefold objection. 1st. “ I wonder,” you say, “that this 
argument seems to you to be unanswerable, for this is a 
weakly support of a bad cause. Nothing is more certain, 
than that Christians are justified by God in this life by faith, 
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and are placed in a state of righteousness according to God’s 
appointment, by being made partakers of Christ’s satisfaction, 
1 Cor. 1.80, &c.; and that faith alone, without works, is imputed 
to Abraham and his children for righteousness. But it is 
not so clear from the parabolic discourses of our Lord as to 
the last judgment, what will be His proceedings in examining 
and passing sentence. But we will grant that Christ will 
render to each of us according to his works; but it by no 
means follows hence that God will acquit the faithful in His 
sight from the guilt of sin on account of his works. God 
does not contradict Himself.” 2ndly, you next cavil against 
my words, ‘ according to the same’ (rule), eodem plane modo ; 
you say, “ If ‘according to the same’ (rule), then both in the 
minor premiss and also in the conclusion the words enclosed 
in parenthesis ought to be absque fide, ‘ without faith, and 
not as is here substituted with a fallacy, non fide sold, ‘ not 
by faith alone,’ whence it would follow that we are here 
justified by works alone without faith; which the author 
himself will not deny is most false. This argument, there- 
fore, is good for nothing, instead of being unanswerable.” 
drdly, and lastly, you end the page thus: “ Justification is 
various, according to the variety of the question; if a man is 
called to trial as to his mnocence, whether he be guilty or 
innocent, the whole world is guilty of sim, and no one is 
justified by works; he who denies this, makes God a liar. 
If a man be questioned as to his performance of the Gospel 
conditions, he must be approved by works. Do you not per- 
ceive the variability of the major premiss by reason of the 
ambiguity of terms ?” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XIV. 


§ 1. Tam not prevented by your Stricture from still affirming 
confidently that this fourth argument is unanswerable. The 
major premiss, (if by the words guomodo and eodem modo, ‘by 
whatever rule, and by the same rule’ you understand that a 
man is justified in this life, and judged or declared just in the 
world to come on the same conditions, which the sensible and 
candid reader will at once acknowledge is all that I meant,) is 
one of plain truth. The minor premiss (if it be taken in the 
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case of grown up persons, to whom alone any man in his STRIC. 
senses will see at once that this controversy has reference) spel 
is as certain as any proposition in divinity. However, if the 

reader has doubts as to either, he will find the proof of either 
proposition in the fifth chapter of the first Dissertation. 

What you have said on this head, is really more trifling than 

T can express. 

§ 2. To the first part of your Stricture I answer :—Istly. 
How we are made partakers of the righteousness and satis-_ 
faction of Christ, and by what law and under what condition, 
I have shewn above fully and satisfactorily. And in what 
sense St. Paul said that the faith of Abraham was imputed to 
him without works, I have explained at length, II. Diss. xii. 
14— 27, (p. 150, &c.) All this, however, when you came to 
this chapter, you passed over in silence, leaving the margin 
of my book almost free, and defaced with as few of your 
remarks as possible; and yet, nevertheless, (such is your 
candour and sincerity in discussion,) you are perpetually 
repeating this charge on the subject of Abraham. 2ndly. 
You prove yourself how great the force of my argument is, 
(however, to all appearance, you may seem to despise it as 
good for nothing,) because, to avoid the weight of it, you 
have found it necessary to call in question an article of the 
Christian faith of the greatest moment. You say, “ It is not 
so clear from the parabolic discourses of our Lord as to the 
last judgment, what will be His proceedings in examining 
and passing sentence.” Is it so, indeed? Is it not clear 
from our Lord’s words, Matt. 25, that He will judge every 
one according to his works? What is there, then, which one 
may hope can be made clear to you? ‘The discourse, you 
say, is parabolical: I allow it, and on that account I agree 
that every thing in that discourse is not (as they say) argu- 
mentative. But no divine ever denied that a solid argument 
could be deduced from the plain drift of the parable. Is it 
not clearly and expressly asserted, not only in this parable of 
our Lord, but almost every where in Scripture in plain words, 
that all men will be judged in the last judgment according 
to their works? 8rdly. But we are much indebted to you 
that we have at length your leave to agree with Scripture 
and the rule of faith, and say that Christ m the world to 
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STRIC.come will judge men according to their works. “ We will 

AV evant?” you say, “that Christ will render to each of us 
according to his works.” Well. What is it, then, my Cen- 
surer, that you will not grant us? You say, “ But it by no 
means follows hence that God will acquit the faithful in His 
sight of the guilt of sin on account of his works.” If in the 
words ‘on account of his works,’ you mean the meritorious 
cause, nay, any cause at all properly so called, you must seek 
some other combatant to defend such an experience: I cer- 
tainly shrink most fearfully from it, and (God be praised) 
ever have shrunk from it. What I maintain is, that Christ 
in the world to come will acquit no one by His merciful 
sentence of the guilt of sin, and give him the kingdom 
of heaven, otherwise than on the condition of good works: 
whence I infer, that no one in this life by the gracious law 
of Christ acquires a right to the pardon of his sins and 
eternal salvation, otherwise than on the same condition. In 
vain will you use all the efforts and engines of your skill to 
overthrow this conclusion. 

§ 3. I go on to the second part of your Stricture. “If 
according to the same law, then both in the minor premiss 
and also in the conclusion, the words enclosed in parentheses 
ought to be absque fide, ‘without faith, and not, as is here 
substituted with a fallacy, (‘not by faith alone,’) whence it 
would follow that we are here justified by works alone with- 
out faith.” Who does not wonder at the sharpness of our 
Aristarchus? or rather, (to treat a serious matter seriously,) 
who does not think this grossest heterodoxy of my Censurer 
deserves censure? He argues thus: If we are justified in this 
life in the same way in which we shall be judged in the 
world to come, then we are justified in this life by works 
alone without faith. The ground of the conclusion is that 
(according to the opinion of my Censurer) in the world to come ~ 
we shall be judged by works alone without faith. But who 
in his senses or what Catholic has taught so before himself ? 
Not one, I am sure! There are some Roman Catholic writers 
who do not hesitate to assert that “in the last judgment 
retribution will be given according to works and not accord- 

On the ing to faith ;” but they are carefully refuted by our great 
Creed, ti, Jackson. In truth, faith and works are not to be separated 
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in this matter: but rather must we hold that in the last STRIC. 
judgment the final acquittal and reward will be adjudged ae 
(according to the gracious law of Christ and on account of 

Him) both to our faith and works, or to our faith which 
worketh ; i. e. (to use St. Paul’s expression,) faith perfected av &ydrns 
by love, or (again to use St. Paul’s expression 2 Thess. 1. 8.) pak 
obedience done to the Gospel, which both embraces the faith 
of the Gospel, and all those things which usually do and 
ought to follow faith. But perhaps you meant by this asser- 
tion that all that is done in the last judgment is, that it is 
shewn and made manifest to the whole world who have em- 
braced Christ and His righteousness with a true faith, and 
who not: which can be declared by works alone, (since faith 
is the very thing in question) ; from which it would follow that 
it is right to say that men will be judged in the world to 
come by works alone. If this be your mind and your doc- 
trine, (which I can easily believe,) then you fall into the folly 
of those who assert that good works are viewed only in the 
matter of salvation as signs of faith. That doctrine I have 
already refuted in this same chapter of the Harmony, where 
it is treated of, by two most powerful arguments: the first 
argument I borrowed from the famous Gerard Vossius, (whom 
no one in his senses, no orthodox person ever suspected of 
heterodoxy on this point,) who concludes from the well- 
known passages, Matt. 25. 21, 23, 34, 35; Rev. 7. 14, 15; 
2 Cor. 4.17; Gal. 6.8; Phil. 2. 12, that “they do not say 
enough, who think that the promise is made to good works, 
merely as signs of faith: since it is plain from these same 
passages (to which one might easily add many others) that 
our works in the matter of salvation are viewed as the indis- 
pensable cause or condition precedent, which carries with it 
inseparably the promise of eternal life’ Another weapon I 
took from the armoury of Hugo Grotius, who proves that 
good works cannot be viewed in the matter of salvation as 
mere signs of faith, by this unanswerable argument: “Things 
which are viewed as signs, are less in themselves than the 
things signified: but love, which performs these works, and 
by a sort of figure is implied in these works, is greater than 
faith, 1 Cor. 13. 13.” To these arguments (as usual) you are as 
silent as a mouse: and what end will there be to discussion, 
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if an adversary is at liberty still to support his statement from 
an hypothesis already once refuted and exploded ? 

§ 4. There remains the third part of your Stricture, “ Justafi- 
cation is various according to the variety of the question. Ifa 
man is called to trial as to his innocence” &c. Alas for your 
trifling! Suppose that justification is various: what then? 
surely the justification of which there can be any question, is 
one and the same, viz. Gospel justification, or that which is 
enacted according to the rule of the law and covenant of the 
Gospel. On this point we ever maintain that a man is con- 
stituted righteous in this life and is declared righteous in the 
world to come on the same conditions, viz. of faith and good 
works, or love, which by a sort of figure, as I said, is implied 
in those good works. But as regards your questions, if the 
question be instituted as to man’s innocence, whether he be 
guilty or Innocent, we must at once confess ourselves guilty. 
No one can be freed from this charge, by which he is con- 
victed of being a sinner in God’s sight, either by faith or 
works, or both together, or in any other way, either in this 
life or in that which is to come. But our Lord has purchased 
this for us—that no sinner, solely because he is a sinner and 
who has not. added to all his other sins the additional crime 
of infidelity or impenitence, should perish for ever: and this 
grace, which is called the New Covenant, is declared and 
ratified in the Gospel. This is what St. Paul meant when he 
proves by many arguments that all men have sinned and are 
hable to God’s wrath and eternal death: consequently that 
no one can be freed from condemnation otherwise than by 
and on account of Christ, and according to the gracious 
covenant established in Christ. This argument of the 
Apostle I followed out at length IT. Diss. c. viii., and have so 
often openly in the Harmony declared the fact itself, which 
is supported by this argument, that I am lost in wonder at 
either your utter shamelessness, or at any rate your most 
gross neglect in reading my book, since you are continually 
in your Strictures objecting against me that I teach the con- 
trary. And thus much as to your first question. But now 
if a man be questioned as to his performance of the condi- 
tions of the Gospel, he is made righteous in this life and 
pronounced righteous in the world to come not by faith alone 
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but by works also, or by ‘faith perfected by love,’ since this STRIC. 
is the whole condition required in the covenant of the Gos- eee 
pel. And this is all I contend for, and which I have proved 

by many arguments. You, however, are constantly begging 

the question, and objecting that a man is merely tested by 

his works whether or no he has performed the condition of 
justification required in the Gospel, which is faith alone, as a 

single virtue. 

§ 5. Thus all that you have set forth against my argument 
does not prevent me from still rightly declaring it to be un- 
answerable. There are, I allow, some other exceptions which 
you have adduced on this chapter against my elucidation of 
this same argument; but these are either off the point, or 
present the reader with a repetition of what has been already 
said. One or two of these, however, we will examine. You 
say that “the method of declaring the righteousness of the 
faithful in the last judgment, is different from that of con- 
stituting him righteous in this life; which can be, and is 
done really, by faith only; which the Searcher of hearts well 
knows to be true and living before its fruits are brought 
forth.” I answer, that a man is justified by true and living 
faith alone, before the bringing forth of fruits, I grant, if 
you are speaking of the first justification, and by ‘ living 
faith’? mean (as you ought) ‘a faith perfected by love:’ and 
by ‘ fruits’ a series and course of visible works, or that holy 
life of which I have often spoken: for this faith comprises 
the internal virtues of repentance, love, &c.: moreover, also, 
it brings forth some pious words and deeds the moment it 1s 
conceived. But what would you infer from hence? Surely 
this only legitimately : viz. that a man who believes, repents 
of his sins, loves God, and in God and for God’s sake his 
neighbour, and finally expresses this his inward piety by 
pious words and deeds, as occasion shall offer, that such a 
man can attain to the first grace of justification, and so in 
truth does attain even before that course of visible works. 
This I have not only openly declared in my Dissertations, but 
have frequently imculcated on the reader. But how does 
this affect the major premiss of my argument ? Not one whit. 
For suppose a man who thus believed and repented were 
immediately, before any fruits of a holy life had been 
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brought forth, snatched away from this life: I ask whether 
he in the last judgment will be judged according to his 
works? Surely no one in his senses will deny it, when it is an 
universal declaration of Holy Scripture, concerning every 
adult person, or who is capable of doing moral good or evil, 
that ‘God will render to every one according to his works.’ 
But according to what works will such a man be judged ? 
Assuredly according to those internal works of faith, repent- 
ance, love, &c., which he had expressed by corresponding 
words and deeds, as he had opportunity. According to this 
more imperfect piety, God in His infinite mercy in Christ 
Jesus will give him “in the times of refreshing forgiveness of 
sins, and an inheritance among them that are sanctified,” 
but an inheritance inferior to that which will be assigned to 
those who have attained a more perfect habit of Christian 
piety by the continual exercise of good works; and therefore 
of this man also the major premiss of my argument will be 
true: viz. that he will be judged by God in the world to 
come in the same way, 1. e. on the same condition, by which 
he is justified by God in this life. 

§ 6. I had said that when we are justified in this life the 
right to eternal life is first conferred on us by the law of 
Christ: but when we are judged in the world to come, the 
same right is definitely determined to us by the solemn 
sentence of the judge: which I had laid down as it were the 
foundation of the major premiss of my argument. ‘To this 
(after many other things which I have already refuted at 
length) you answer, “ We must know that a right fo a 
thing and a right im a thing ought to be distinguished. A 
right to a heavenly inheritance (of which St. Peter speaks 
Ist Epistle 1. 4.) depends immediately on our adoption 
through Christ, Rom. 8. 17, of which faith is the conveyer, 
before that obedience which every son of God performs ; but a 
right in taking the inheritance is adjudged by good works, 
or by the fruits of charity (which comes under the name of 
righteousness).” I answer, lst, The distinction between a 
right ¢o a thing, and a right in a thing, as far as it applies to 
this question, is frivolous, and has no grounds to support it. 
Whoever by faith ‘ perfected by love’ has a right by the 
promise of the Gospel ¢o a heavenly inheritance, that man, 
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if he dies the next moment, must have a right also in the STRIC. 
kingdom, with no other condition intervening on the part of eee 
the man himself. He who would dare to question this, can- 
not be quite in his senses. But (you will say) if God pro- 
long the life of such a man, a continual and pious course of 
works and progress in holiness is required from him. Of 
course, but why is it required? in order that he may obtain 
any new right ? Of course not, it is required in order that he 
may retain and preserve the right he has obtained‘. For a 
right to the kingdom, which is granted to a man in his first 
justification, is (as we have often said) ‘a right depending’ 
on a future condition, to be performed if God shall grant life: 
consequently a right revocable. This is the plain doctrine 
of Holy Scripture, of the Church Catholic, and so of our own 
Church. I will add a convincing proof of this. No one is 
admitted to the grace of the first justification, who has not 
_ in vow, at least, and sincere purpose, bound himself to obey 
God for the future according to the precepts of the Gospel. 
Now who does not see that the obedience which must in 
vow be necessarily undertaken to obtain the grace of justifi- 
cation, must no less necessarily be performed in very deed 
to retain the benefit received, provided God give opportunity? 
2ndly, You sadly betray your inconsistency when you affirm 
that the adoption of sons and a right to a heavenly inherit- 
ance is granted to faith alone. For above, when I was 
proving by many most express testimonies of Scripture, that 
no one by faith alone, as a single virtue, and without other 
virtues, was accepted by God unto salvation, and was inferring 
thence, that no one by faith alone, as a single virtue, is justi- 
fied, you answered so as not to deny the antecedent, nor to 
reject the passages of Scripture as falsely adduced by me; 
but you were content with rejecting the consequent only. 
Here having waxed bolder, and going on farther, you flatly 
deny that any thing besides faith is necessary to obtain a 
right to the kingdom of heaven, or to be accepted by God unto 
salvation. 3rdly, Your over-confident assertion that a right 
to a heavenly inheritance is granted to faith alone before any 
obedience on our part, is most false and dangerous. I entreat 
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ST RIC. you to look at those passages of Scripture, and deign to give 


iV. 


some sort of just answer to them. Or if your mind shrinks 
from this labour, at least answer those passages of Scripture 
which urge the necessity of repentance, (embracing in its full 
sense the whole duty of a Christian prescribed in the Gospel 
covenant,) that we may thereby obtain remission of sins. For 
from these passages I argue thus conclusively: No one from 
the promise of the Gospel, by faith alone, and without repent- 
ance, has a right to pardon or forgiveness of sins: therefore 
no one by the Gospel covenant has a right by faith alone and 
without repentance to a heavenly kingdom. ‘The conclusion 
is most manifest. For it is something greater to have a right 
to the kingdom of heaven, than to have a right to pardon or 
forgiveness of sins; and if these two are to be distinguished, 
the right to pardon in the natural order of things must come 
before the right to the kingdom of heaven. The premisses 
are supported by so many and satisfactory testimonies of 
Scripture, that no one, who has the Holy Scriptures at heart, 
will question them. But what need of words? You your- 
self (as we have seen above) expressly allow that “ repentance 
is required by God for reconciliation with Him.” I only ask 
you this one question, whether any one has a right to salva- 
tion before he is reconciled with God? If you affirm this, I 
shall be astonished how (to use the words of Terence), tam 
ineptum quidquam potuerit tibt venire in mentem. 

§ 7. Thus at length, after a careful review, I have vindicated 
my first Dissertation from your objections. For your remarks 
on the sixth chapter are so frivolous and utterly unimportant 
(I solemnly declare that I write this as the truth from my 
heart) that I cannot delay the reader with them. I was also 
afraid of this examination growing to a too great and un- 
necessary bulk. Your notes on my latter Dissertation will be 
more easily despatched, for you have so ordered your Stric- 
tures, (either by accident or design,) that your censures on my 
first Dissertation have been more lengthy than in the latter: 
moreover you have treated of some things there, which more 
properly belong to the latter Dissertation. But I shall bescrupu- 
lous in not passing by any thing which you have censured, and 
which I have not yet refuted, that seems with any appearance 
of reason to impugn my method of reconciling the Apostles. 
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STRICTURE XV. 
ON II. DISS. iii. 4. p. 55, 56. 


Here, after rejecting three ways of reconciling St. James 


with St. Paul, in the last place I weigh the opinion of the —~ 


learned Joshua Placzeus on the best means of reconciling 
the apparent contradiction. My words are: “The last 
Opinion which now remains, is that which, I find, greatly 
pleased that learned man Placzus, and I am not sure whether 
it be not peculiar to him. He thus explains it: ‘ Justification 
is opposed to accusation: two charges are laid against us at 
the judgment. First, it is objected that we are sinners, i. e. 
have violated the covenant of the law: secondly, that we are 
unbelievers, i. e. have not performed the condition of the 
covenant of grace, viz. faith. From the first accusation we 
are justified by faith alone, through which we embrace the 
grace and righteousness of Christ ; from the latter, by works, 
which are the proofs of faith. St. James regarding the latter 
accusation, properly asserts that man is justified by works 
and not by faith alone: but St. Paul regarding the first, con- 
tends that man is justified by faith only.—Thus far he. 
But not to speak of other mistakes in this opinion, the 
learned man is mistaken in his whole system. For he first 
asserts that faith is the whole and only condition of the 
Gospel covenant, and that works are only to be regarded as 
signs and proofs of faith, all which has been already proved 
erroneous: and secondly, that works are admitted by 
St. James as necessary to the latter justification, and faith 
as sufficient by St. Paul to the first, both of which we have 
seen are far from the truth, and with respect to St. Paul 
shall soon particularly prove it.” To all this you answer 
thus at length. ‘“ What this excellent man (whose state- 
ments I have never yet met with) proposes for the reconcile- 
ment of the Apostles, quite agrees with what my father of 
blessed memory held, of whom I entreat you to allow me to 
say a few words. T.G.° of London, (whose name without 
mention of mine is sufficiently well known,) A.D. 1617, 
undertook to explain in Sermons the Epistle of St. James, 
which by God’s grace he performed with systematic accuracy. 
© Thomas Gataker. 
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STRIC. At length, A.D. 1640, when fierce contentions were rife on the 
oat point of justification in the city churches, being a man no 
less desirous of peace than truth, he endeavoured with a calm 
and settled mind, yet with severe reasoning to set forth the 
truth, which had been well-nigh lost in altercation, and 
certainly obscured by the clouds of passion; and thus to put 
an end to dispute. For his text, as the ground of his mani- 
fold Dissertation, he chose the passage of St. Paul, Rom. 3. 28. 
The notes of these Sermons, or the imperfect and rude out- 
lines, I have now in my possession. Would that he had been 
able to put his last hand to them. A little while before his 
death he gathered together his scattered papers, and began ~ 
to recast his discourses. But overtaken by disease, and soon 
hurried away by death, he laid aside his work with his life 
(within a few weeks of being an octogenarian). He pursued 
one course in the exposition of both Apostles. After reject- 
ing (not without assigning his reason for rejection) various 
elaborations of various persons, which were either unsound or 
inapposite, he took his stand by the opinion which I see 
Placeeus adopted. This I will briefly insert from his notes, 
from which I shall not be ashamed to learn wisdom. He 
allows that both Apostles, in putting forward the justification 
of Abraham, meant the same faith, viz. real living and saving 
faith; that we must not suppose different kinds of justification 
meant, but that this justification is a deliverance or acquittal 
from a charge brought against us, or from the imputation 
of fault. He also did not suppose it necessary to imagine 
different courts, in which God pleads with Christians. That 
the two Apostles both spoke of the same works he proved 
from the example of Abraham, which St. Paul produces to 
include his works from justification, and St. James to shew 
that they availed to justification. At length, however, he 
distinguishes the point in question, and observes that the 
state of the question is different in the two Apostles. In 
St. Paul the state of the question or poimt of dispute is as to 
a person’s guilt, from sin in general: (suppose of Abraham, 
the father and pattern of the faithful:) 1. Whether by the law 
of God he is amenable to Divine Justice? and ‘since no flesh 
is just before God,’ whether and how he can be justified ? 
St. Paul avows that a man manifestly guilty, cannot be 
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. Otherwise freed from the charge laid against him, and STRIC. 
cleared from aspersion of the fault, i. e. be justified, but —*Y: 
through the obedience and blood of Christ, and faith in His 
blood, which makes the righteousness of our Sponsor our 
own: but that the best works cannot be alleged for the 
obtaining of righteousness, nor avail to do away the punish- 
ment of sin. But in the other, the state of the question is as 

to a man who is accused of any particular sin, whether it be 
perfidy towards man or hypocrisy before God. Now a man 

can defend his integrity, even in God’s sight, (if he be not 
conscious of any deceit,) and prove and defend his inno- 
cence, by his works; and he will be justified by works. Thus 

in St. James this is the case with Abraham, the sincerity of 
whose virtues was thus proved before God.” After explaining 

your father’s opinion, brimful of self-confidence, you say 
somewhat arrogantly, “ you despise the best method of recon- 
ciling the Apostles, because you do not understand it.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XV. 


§ 1. Placzus’ opinion, which I now see was not peculiar to 
him, but held in common with your father, I thought I had 
refuted sufficiently, theugh briefly, in the place on which this 
Stricture is inflicted. I say that this opinion is false both in 
statement and assumption. As regards the statement, the 
learned man plainly held that faith is the whole and entire 
condition of the Gospel covenant, and that works are con- 
sidered only as the signs and arguments of faith: that this is 
most false I have proved both in the Harmony and Examen 
by many unanswerable reasons and arguments. As regards 
the assumption, Placzeus holds that St. Paul treats of works 
as though they were necessary to justification: (viz. that by 
which we are freed from the charge brought against us of 
being unbelievers, and not having fulfilled the condition of 
the covenant of grace:) that faith is admitted by St. James 
as sufficient for our justification from the charge brought 
against us, that we are guilty of having violated the condition 
laid down in the covenant of the law: both which statements 
are untrue. For the works of which St. Paul is treating, 
are excluded by him from any part in our justification. For 


136 Placeus’ notion false in statement. 


STRIC. St. Paul is not treating of works proceeding from faith, and 

oe by which, as arguments and proofs, our faith may be proved : 
but of the ‘works of the law,’ i. e. of works either ritual, or 
others which have nothing in common with the faith and 
grace of the Gospel. Hence he expressly opposes the law 
against which he argues, to the law of faith, Rom. 3. 27. 
I say also that the faith of which St. James treats, is not 
admitted by him as sufficient for our primary justification 
(by which forsooth we are freed from the charge that is 
brought against us of having violated the condition laid 
down in the covenant of the law). For he rejects faith by 
itself altogether, as vain and thoroughly useless. But this 
faith would not be vain and useless if it were sufficient for 
our primary justification. On these grounds I affirmed that 
Placzeus’ opinion contributed nothing to the solution of 
our difficulty. But in spite of all these things, (according to 
your custom of sticking pertinaciously to your conclusion in 
spite of all arguments,) you affirm that I have despised the 
best “method of reconciling the Apostles because I did not 
understand it. 

§ 2. Well, then, let us examine more accurately this best 
means of reconcilement explained by Placzeus briefly and 
succinctly, which you have drawn out more at length from 
your father’s notes, though not a bit more clearly; and here 
again we will consider your opinion as to a man’s accusation 
and the justification opposite thereto in God’s sight, first 
in statement and apart from the present question, next in 
assumption, and as far as it is applied by you to reconcile 
St. Paul and St. James together. As regards the statement, 
first it must be noted that the various causes and questions 
in the matter of man’s justification (of which you speak) are 
not explained by you accurately and distinctly enough. A 
right line is a rule both for itself and an oblique one, and 
therefore I will briefly set before the reader the real truth: 
and when this is known and understood, it will be very easy 
to discern the error and fallacy of your explanation. When 
we speak of the justification or accusation of a man in God’s 
sight, three questions may be instituted. The first question 
is, whether a man is a sinner, and liable to eternal death on 
account of his sms? Here no one can defend himself before 
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God ‘as not guilty,’ as St. Paul constantly teaches. 2ndly. It STRIC. 
may be asked, whether a sinner must ‘necessarily’ be con- aa: 
demned and punished with eternal death ? We answer, by no 
means—Here the satisfaction of our Lord Jesus Christ comes 
to our succour, by which it has been effected not only that 
God can with justice, but that He also will deliver a sinner 
from death, and give him life and eternal salvation, under 
‘certain conditions to be performed by man through the grace 
of God. 38rdly. Lastly, a third question may be asked, viz. 
whether a sinner has performed the conditions on which by 
the will both of God the Father and Christ Himself, the 
saving fruit and effect of Christ’s satisfaction depends: and 
consequently, whether according to the covenant entered into 
between the Son giving and the Father receiving satisfaction, 
(the ‘handwriting’ of which we have in the covenant of the 
Gospel,) he is to be delivered from death, and granted eternal 
life, i. e. be justified? The man who does not here see that 
the saving fruit of Christ’s satisfaction does not depend on 
faith alone, as a single virtue, must be enveloped in worse 
than Cimmerian darkness. For it is perfectly clear from 
innumerable passages of Scripture, (which I have shewn over 
and over again,) that the forgiveness of sims (which is the 
chief fruit and effect of Christ’s satisfaction, and draws every 
thing else with it) depends on the condition not only of faith 
but also (and that especially) of repentance. What need of 
words? The Holy Spirit expressly teaches that the Son of 
God ‘perfected by sufferings, has become the author of Heb.2.10; 
eternal salvation to all them that obey Him,’ i. e. for all those eee 
and those only, has He by His death obtained justification 
and salvation. Therefore, if a man is accused of not having 
performed the condition on which the saving fruit and effect 
of Christ’s satisfaction by the will of God and Christ revealed 
in the Gospel depends, it is evident that he cannot be freed 
from that accusation by faith alone. Somewhat else must be 
adduced by him for his justification. 

§ 3. He who keeps this in mind will easily see, 1st, that 
you are wrong in teaching that a man is justified from the 
first accusation, by which he is charged with being a sinner, 
and guilty of having violated the condition laid down in the 
covenant of the law. For from this charge no man can be 
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STRIC. justified by any means; it will for ever stand that man has 
sinned, and violated the condition of the covenant of the law. 
The satisfaction of Christ is not a payment of that very thing 
which was due; for that was the personal (as they say) 
punishment of the delinquent ; the law therefore, through 
Christ’s satisfaction, is not put into execution. 2ndly, It will 
be seen clearly that you have not placed faith in its proper 
place and order. For you join it as it were with the righte- 
ousness and satisfaction of Jesus Christ for this end, viz. that 
a man may be justified from that first accusation, which 
charges him with being a sinner and guilty of having violated 
the condition laid down in the covenant of the Gospel. Thus 
Placzeus: “ From the first accusation we are justified by faith 
alone, through which we embrace the grace and righteous- 
ness of Christ.” In like manner you also affirm that “a 
man is freed from the charge urged against him through the 
obedience or the blood of Christ, and through faith in 
Christ’s blood, which makes the righteousness of our Sponsor 
our own.” N.B. by “the obedience of Christ and our faith.” 
Thus you ascribe a sort of legal justification to faith; but the 
secret of the thing lies in this; you think that by faith, as | 
by an instrument, the righteousness and satisfaction of Christ 
is made really our own, by which we ourselves are constituted 
perfectly righteous, even according to the rigour of the law. 
But here you are involved in a threefold error. For, Ist, 
the righteousness of Christ is not made really ours: 2ndly, if 
it were made ours, it could not be made ours through faith : 
3rdly, much less can faith effect by way of an instrument, 
that the righteousness of Christ should be made really ours ; 
each of which we have fully proved above. What follows ? 
Faith, then, at length obtains its proper place, when it is 
adduced for our justification from that last accusation, by 
which we are charged with not having performed the con- 
dition of the covenant of grace. But from this accusation 
faith justifies a man in part only, 1. e. faith is a part indeed 
of the condition, but not the whole and entire condition, on 
which according to the covenant of the Gospel our justi- 
fication or the forgiveness of our sins by the blood of Christ 
depends. 

§ 4. The next thing that I propose to the reader’s obsery- 
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ation is this: that according to your opinion there is a sort STRIC. 
of justification of a man, ‘and that in God’s sight, from —*Y: 
hypocrisy, or from the charge of not having performed the 
condition required in the Gospel covenant, viz. faith by 
means of signs and proofs, i. e. good works. I say, that 

this justification is made out by you not only unnecessarily 

but absurdly. For God sees by immediate intuition, (so to 
speak,) and sees through thoroughly both our faith and its 
sincerity. He has no need of signs, proofs, or other tests, to 

be able to judge with certainty of it. I pass from the 
doctrine to the assumption. 

§ 5. Surely the opinion which is so false and absurd in 
doctrine, will not be true in assumption, and cannot be 
used to reconcile the two Apostles except as an ingenious 
device. Nevertheless, that the truth may be seen more 
clearly, I will shew briefly that this method of reconcilement 
which you call the best is thoroughly futile. There is no 
question of what justification St. Paul is speaking; the 
whole difference and dispute is, what sort of justification is 
meant in St. James’s discourse chap. 2. And here you your- 
self allow that the justification of which St. James speaks 
is that which passes before God’s tribunal: but you will 
have that justification to be no other than that by which the 
sincerity of our faith is proved before God by works, or by 
which we are freed at God’s tribunal from the charge of not 
having performed the condition of the Gospel, viz. faith. I 
say that this interpretation does not at all square with 
St. James’s discourse. For, Ist, the Apostle plainly enough 
attributes justification of the same kind both to works and | 
faith, and yokes faith and works together as a pair draw- 
ing the same justification along with them. ‘The words are 
express : “ Ye see that by works a man is justified and not by Jas. 2. 24. 
faith only ;” whence it is clear that although not by faith 
only, yet by faith also and not by works alone a man 1s justi- 
fied by that justification of which the Apostle speaks. But 
another justification cannot be attributed to faith than that 
by which a man is freed on account of Christ from eternal 
condemnation, and is accepted unto salvation: therefore of 
this justification alone St. James must be understood in each 
part of the proposition. Whichever way you turn, you can- 
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not avoid the force of this argument. 2ndly, This inter- 
pretation blots the Apostle’s argument with a most gross 
solecism. For if St. James is speaking of that justification 
by which the sincerity of our faith is proved before God, then 
his conclusion “ You see that by works a man is justified, and 
not by faith only,” must be explained thus ; ‘ You see that by 
works the sincerity of a man’s faith is proved before God, 
and not by faith only.’ Who in his senses would not be 
indignant at so unmeaning a sense being fixed upon that 
most wise Apostle? 3rdly, To this interpretation are plainly 
opposed the words, ver. 14, “What shall it profit, my brethren, 
if a man say he have faith and have not works? will faith 
save him?” For hence it is as clear as possible that the 
Apostle is speaking of that accusation, not by which we are 
freed from the charge of hypocrisy, (as you say and think,) 
but by which we are delivered from eternal damnation, and 
acquire a right to salvation: and according to the Apostle, 
faith is in need of works, (i. e. of love, which produces all 
good works,) not only that its sincerity may be proved. before 
God, but also that it may be of avail to a man’s salvation. 
These arguments I had used II. Diss. i. 7. p. 45, to destroy 
the hypothesis of those who understand the justification of 
St. James to be a declaration of righteousness before men. 
You see how they serve equally to overthrow entirely your 
system of reconcilement (which you are almost swallowed up 
with) as well as all your arguments that follow in the same 
place. 

§ 6. Now let your very best method of reconcilement be 
compared with this, which is drawn out at length in the 
latter Dissertation, but which I will here summarily set 
before you, leaving the reader to decide freely which is to be 
preferred. With you I allow that the state of the question 
in the two Apostles is quite different, but I contend that this 
difference is to be explained far otherwise than is done by 
you. St. Paul in his discussions had to deal with adversaries 
who were not all of the same kind. At one time he disputes 
against the professed enemies of the Gospel, viz. both the 
Gentiles, and most especially the Jews, who were strangers to 
the faith in Christ, the former of whom trusted in the law of 
nature, the latter in the schooling of their law, while both 
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despised the Gospel of Christ. Against these the Apostle STRIC. 
shews by more arguments than one that neither of their laws XY: 
is sufficient to justify a sinner and lead him to salvation ; 
that the Gospel of Christ alone could do this: for the proof 
of this assertion he brings forward mainly two great argu- 
ments. 1. That, whereas all men are sinners, and are liable 
to God’s wrath on account of their sins, by neither of these 
laws is there any certain way shewn of obtaining forgiveness. 
As to the law of nature, it is plain, since it is destitute of all 
Divine promise: whence the Gentiles are said by the Apostle 
to be “strangers from the covenants of promise, having no Eph. 2.12. 
hope.” As regards the law of Moses delivered on Mount 
Sinai, the Apostle shews that by that law, if it be viewed 
carnally and according to the letter, (under which considera- 
tion alone he denies justification to it; since spiritually 
understood it was nothing else than the Gospel itself 
shadowed out in types,) a remission indeed is promised, but 
that neither full nor perfect, i. e. neither remission of all 
sins, nor remission of any sin which frees a man from internal 
guilt and is joined with the gift of eternal life: on the other 
hand, in the Gospel, that the true and only ‘ propitiation’ is 
openly displayed and set forth by God before men, viz. His 
Son Jesus Christ, who by the shedding of His blood, most 
precious in the sight of God, hath obtained real remission of 
sins for all who truly repent ; and so in the Gospel not a 
temporal only, but ‘ eternal redemption and salvation,’ (Heb. 
5.9, and 9. 12). The most full and perfect remission of all 
sins, even the most grievous, joined with the gift of eternal 
life, is promised to all who by faith in Christ heartily repent 
of those sins, and devote themselves for the future to God 
and a holy life. 2. Another argument of the Apostle is of this 
kind,—that since all men are by nature weak and wholly 
powerless, and cannot by their native strength break off the 
dominion of sin, much less perform true holiness and righte- 
ousness acceptable to God unto salvation: and since it 1s 
repugnant to Divine Justice and Holiness to forgive any one 
his sins and confer on him eternal life who is not purged 
from vices, nay who is not partaker in some degree of “the 
Divine nature ;” there is need of the most effectual grace of 
God in this matter, which is administered through the 
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of the spirit of life, the power of God unto salvation.” This 
I have explained at length in my latter Dissertation. Now 
here the true and genuine state of the question is clearly 
seen, viz. “ whether a sinner (‘an enemy towards God, and 
weak,’ Rom. 5. 6, 10.) can be justified and brought to salva- 
tion by any other means than those shewn and prescribed in 
the Gospel of Christ?” In truth, the Apostle is not treating 
precisely of this or that particular benefit, as regards our 
salvation, (as some have fancied,) but of the whole and entire 
economy of human salvation, which he denies can be pro- 
cured by any other means than those revealed in the Gospel. 
This means he calls ‘ faith, for the very weighty reasons we 
have so often mentioned. But he who can persuade himself 
that St. Paul in so laborious a discussion was trying to shew 
that by faith alone, as a single virtue, and distinct from all 
other Gospel virtues, and not even by any act of faith, but 
that peculiar act which is called ‘reliance ; by faith ‘ which 
is’ alive, but not ‘as it is’ alive; lastly, by faith, as by an 
instrument, laying hold of the righteousness of Christ and 
making it really ours, that thus a man is justified: what will 
not such a man dream? surely these vain subtilties and 
refinements of words, as they by no means agreed with the 
spirit of that most wise and divinely inspired Apostle, so had 
they been most remote from his aim and purpose. Such a 
harvest of subtilties was neither sown nor reaped by the 
opponents with whom St. Paul disputed: inasmuch as they 
rejected the whole way of obtaining salvation prescribed in 
the Gospel. 

§ 7. Besides these there were also other opponents, whom 
St. Paul (and that especially) opposed, viz. the Judaizing 
Christians, who joined the ceremonies of the Mosaic law, as 
though they were necessary to be observed for salvation, with 
the faith of Christ or the Gospel. Against this the Apostle 
inveighs both in the Epistle to the Romans and also especially 
in his Epistle to the Galatians. Against these he builds this 
conclusion: ‘ In Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth 
any thing, nor uncircumcision, but faith perfected by love,” 
Gal. 5.6; with which another passage must be compared, 
Gal. 6. 15, “In Christ Jesus neither circumcision avyaileth 
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any thing, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature ;” in Christ ST RIC. 
Jesus, i. e. according to the law of Christ or the Gospel, cir- 3 
cumcision and all the other Mosaic rites avail nothing to 
Justification and salvation: the entire and only condition for 
man’s justification and salvation required in the Gospel 
covenant is ‘faith perfected by love’ or ‘a new creature.’ 
Here the Apostle fully expresses the condition of the Gospel 
covenant. Here also the state of the question is plain, viz. 
“ whether the means of obtaining salvation prescribed in the 
Gospel is sufficient of itself and without the observance of 
the Mosaic rites?” As often then as St. Paul opposing these 
adversaries (which is generally the case) affirms that a man 
is justified by faith without the works of the law, it is most 
evident that faith is opposed by him not to the other virtues 
of the Gospel, but to the Mosaic rites: consequently that it 
is put by metonymy or synecdoche for that universal spiri- 
tual righteousness prescribed in the Gospel, and opposed to 
the carnal ceremonies of the old law. But if metonymy or 
synecdoche must here necessarily be admitted, what is there 
that should make us unwilling to believe that the Apostle 
has used the same figure elsewhere ? Thus you have the state 
of the question with St. Paul (unless I am greatly deceived) 
clearly explained. 

§ 8. As regards St. James, the opponents with whom he is 
engaged (as I have often remarked) are those outrageous 
Antinomians, the followers of Simon, who interpreted 
St. Paul’s doctrine falsely, and perverting it to their own and 
others’ destruction, taught that faith alone is sufficient for 
man’s justification without that love which produces good 
works. To the pestilent doctrine of these men, the Apostle 
opposes as it were its own antithesis, viz. that ‘by works a 
man is justified, and not by faith only.’ But he speaks 
plainly of works not (as St. Paul) opposed to faith, but proceed- 
ing from faith co-operating with and perfecting it, ch. 2. ver. 22; 
and therefore, here the state of the question is unquestionably 
this: “Whether, according to the Gospel covenant, faith 
alone, as a single virtue, is sufficient, without other virtues 
and good works, to a man’s justification?” The Simonists 
affirmed it, abusing the authority of St. Paul, to support their 
own hypothesis. But the side of the question which denies 
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it (which is ours) is avowedly taken by St. James, who 
best knew both the truth of the Gospel and St. Paul’s 
meaning. 


STRICTURE XVI. 
ON II. DISS. iv. 4. p. 57. 


Here, before laying down the principles of that method by 
which I considered St. James should be reconciled with 
St. Paul, I explained my opinion in the following words: 
“ First, then, we must enquire what St. Paul means by the 
word ‘faith. The answer which we have before given in 
brief to this question, we shall here more largely explain and 
demonstrate. ‘Faith, then, to which justification is attributed 
by St. Paul, is not to be understood as one single virtue, but 
denotes the whole condition of the Gospel covenant, that is, 
comprehends in one word all the works of Christian piety : 
for Zegerus rightly observes ; ‘ Absolute and perfect faith, of 
which most frequent mention is made in Scripture, is that 
by which we not only believe there is a God, but also by 
believing in Him with truly pious affections we approach to 
God, and feel ourselves dependent on Him. And this word 
unites in its meaning hope, charity, and good works :’ and he 
adds; ‘It ought, therefore, to be observed that wherever 
St. Paul and the other sacred writers attribute justification, 
salvation, life, and the like, to faith, they speak of a faith 
lively and perfect,’ that is, one which includes hope, charity, 
and good works.” ‘To this you answer: “ Zegerus’s words 
are absurd ; the principle too which you lay down is most 
false. I will use only one argument: St. Paul makes justi- 
fication on our part depend on one thing alone, faith in 
the blood of Christ without works. Will any one in his 
senses suppose that when St. Paul says that a man is justi- 
fied by faith without works, he means, by faith with works ? 
And he is speaking of works which the moral law, confirmed 
by the Gospel, demands, and which Abraham did as well 
from fear as from love of God. These are the very works 
which St. Paul, in words clearer than the light, separates 
from the justification of a sinner by the grace of God and 
righteousness of Christ. And this ‘faith in the blood’ of 
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Christ, (Rom. 3. 25,) on which our justification in God’s sight 
depends, is (not as he in Plutarch said) a swarm of virtues, 
but one single virtue, which as the Apostle most clearly 
sets forth, is in a peculiar manner exercised on one object. 
Habits, you know, take their oneness from their objects ‘. 
The object of justifying faith is the blood of Christ: not the 
truth of the word which is the object of credence, but the 
obedience of Christ which is the object of confidence.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XVI. 


§ 1. This is the old story. They talk most absurdly, who- 
ever they are that say a word out of tune with your 
absurdities. However, I have most clearly proved the point 
in which you say Zegerus is most absurd. Why do you not 
answer those arguments? Surely because you are not able, 
nor ever will be. For they are so conclusive, that by their 
value I would willingly let any sensible and unprejudiced 
person judge of and so put an end to the whole of the con- 
troversy which exists between us. Now to prove your cen- 
sure, (which by the way is no proof of good judgment, but of 
the greatest rashness,) you say you will use only one argu- 
ment. And yet this one is either made up of many, or it is 
no argument at all. But come, let us examine your words 
singly, and see where this one argument lies concealed. 

§ 2. First, you say “ St. Paul makes justification on our 
part depend on one thing alone, faith in the blood of Christ 
without works.” But this is no argument but mere begging 
the question, your usual way of reasoning: for when I prove 
in many ways that faith, as a single virtue, is not the only 
thing on our part on which justification depends, you invari- 
ably answer me by denying the conclusion, not paying the 
slightest regard to the premises, unworthy I conclude of the 
consideration of such a strenuous disputer. You say the 
Apostle makes faith the only thing on which justification on 
our part depends. This you inculcate and repeat a hundred 
times: as if you intended at any rate to crush your opponent 
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by repetition whom you cannot refute by argument. You 
appear to be nailed to this hypothesis as Prometheus was to 
the rock. And so you are not ashamed to say openly some- 
where in your remarks that you will deny even to death my 
opinion, namely that ‘faith is used in this argument by 
St. Paul metonymically or synecdochially.? But, I pray, Sir, 
if you are determined to grow old and so die in your folly 
where will there be any remedy? 


“To save aman that is unwilling 
Is really just as bad as killing *.” 


§ 3. But I will go on following you step by step. Perhaps 
your one argument is hid under these words: “ Will any one 
in his senses suppose that when St. Paul says a man is 
justified by faith without works, he means, by faith with 
works?” Arguing forsooth from an absurdity. But you 
have charged me with this absurdity at your own pleasure, by 
explaining my words too baldly. What I maintain is this: 
that when St. Paul says “a man is justified by faith without 
works,” he means, a man is justified by the faith of the 
Gospel with obedience proceeding from the same, without the 
works of the law, which St. Paul himself continually declares. 
And so I affirm that St. James in teaching that “a man is 
justified by works, not by faith only,” does not in any way 
contradict St. Paul: because St. James means works pro- 
ceeding from faith, or works which St. Paul includes in the 
word faith, and not works of the law, which he excludes. 
What is there absurd in all this? Though you strain every 
nerve of your ingenuity you will never find a better way of 
explaining this contradiction. 

§ 4. You go on: “St. Paul is speaking of works which the 
moral law confirmed by the Gospel demands.” I answer: I 
never denied that even the works of the moral law were 
excluded by St. Paul in a certain sense from justifica- 
tion, but have avowedly maintained and supported this by 
several clear passages from St. Paul, II. Diss. vii. 2. p. 77. 
So that it is plain from this, how very inattentively, or which 
is worse, with what bad feeling you must have read my book, 
when you so confidently charge me with the contrary opinion. 

® Hor., Ars Poet. 467. 
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I added this in the same place. “The works of the moral STRIC. 
law are not excluded from justification by St. Paul, simply as 
such, but only so far as they are required in the Mosaic 
covenant, and are part of the condition annexed to that cove- 
nant ; im a word, so far only as they may be considered 
separate from evangelical grace.” I explain this in the same 
Dissertation as follows. 1. St. Paul excludes wholly and 
entirely those works of the moral law which a man might do 
by the help of the law alone, that is, by his own strength, 
without the all-efficacious grace of Christ, which the law, as 
far as it is viewed by St. Paul, never held out. Since such 
works as these, whatever they are, conduce in no way towards 
true righteousness, and have no supernatural goodness in 
them. 2. St. Paul excludes all works whatever, even of the 
moral law, although rightly done, and endued with super- 
natural goodness, thus far, in that he maintains that no one 
under the Mosaic covenant could obtain true justification by 
them, because it proposes no true justification, that is, such 
as is united with the gift of eternal life. I add, that this 
great blessing comes from the covenant of grace alone, con- 
firmed by the blood of the Mediator. By which words I 
mean, that our best works deserve nothing of God, and are 
by themselves of no efficacy towards justification or salvation, 
without the intervention of the propitiatory sacrifice of our 
Saviour. I said the same in recapitulating the Apostle’s 
argument (II. Diss. xviii. 2. p. 194.) “St. Paul rejects from 
justification the following descriptions of works: Ist, Ritual 
works prescribed by the ceremonial law. 2ndly, Moral works 
performed by the natural powers of man, in a state either of 
the law or mere nature, before and without the grace of the 
Gospel. 8rdly, Jewish works, or that trifling righteousness 
inculcated by the Jewish masters. 4thly, and lastly, all 
works separate from Christ the Mediator, which would obtain 
eternal salvation by their own power, or without reference to 
the covenant of grace established by the blood of Christ.” 
Who in his senses can deny that there is here a full enumera- 
tion of those works which St. Paul excludes from justification? 
Nevertheless, as you compel me, I will endeavour to explain 
the whole matter more clearly, if indeed that is possible. 
St. Paul in treating of the causes of our justification, is 
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STRIC. speaking (to say nothing of the primary cause which all 
pea. acknowledge is in the great mercy of God) either, Ist, 


sine qua 
non. 


of the initiative and meritorious cause, or, 2ndly, of the 
indispensable cause or condition required on our part. 
With regard to the meritorious cause St. Paul excludes all 
works of men of every kind, and likewise faith itself, attri- 
buting such a causality in the work of justification solely to 
the propitiatory sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ. Hence 
we are said by St. Paul, (Rom. 3. 24,) to be “justified freely 
by His grace, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus ;” 
and Rom. 5. 9, “being justified in His blood,” and in the 
nineteenth verse, “made righteous by His obedience.” This 
I profess before God with all my heart against Socinus and 
his followers, whose plainly heretical dogmas, utterly opposed 
to the consent of the Catholic Church, no one living can 
abhor more than myself; and it should be matter of shame 
and regret to yourself and others like you, that you have 
aspersed me with this taint of Socinianism, which nothing 
can ever wash away: and with equal sincerity I protest 
against those Roman Catholics (with whom you somewhere 
class me) who, while they confess that Jesus Christ has 
merited all things for us by His own obedience, do not 
hesitate from some madness that has seized them, to attri- 
bute merit properly so called, or as they say merit of con- 
dignity, to our works taken by themselves, and without 
reference to the most gracious covenant of the Gospel: which 
opinion even the Socinians abhor. With regard to the causa 
sine qua non, or indispensable condition required on our part, 
St. Paul declares that a man “is justified by faith without 
the works of the law.” Here I confidently aftirm (which also 
I have proved by most unexceptionable arguments) that 
St. Paul does not oppose faith to other evangelical virtues, 
which proceed from it, and are wont to follow it, but only (as 
he expresses it) to works of the law. For who can suppose 
that the Apostle meant by works of the law evangelical 
works, that is, those which flow from faith and the grace of 
the Gospel, and are done according to its command? espe- 
cially when it is quite plain that in this argument the law 
is always contradistinguished from and so opposed to the 
Gospel. I must again tell my reader that I have refuted 
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statedly at length the objection which you add concerning sTRIC. 
the works of Abraham, (II. Diss. xii. p. 150). Ne 
§ 5. But perhaps this one argument of yours is yet to be 
sought for, viz. in that famous passage Rom. 8. 25, where 
mention is made of “ faith in the blood of Christ :” for you 
appear to have thought that St. Paul intended im that passage 
a certain special faith, which has in itself a justifying power, 
or which necessarily involves justification: that my conjec- 
ture is not altogether groundless, may appear from this, that 
from this passage you yourself presently conclude that the 
special object of ‘justifying’ faith, as such, is the blood of 
Christ; and your father also, whose notes you borrow, does the 
same. For in his second epistle to Baxter, I read these 
words: “That form of speaking, ‘ faith or confidence in the 
bleod of Christ,’ seems to hint that this virtue, beyond all 
others, has a more special relation to the satisfaction made to 
the justice of God for our sins, by the sufferings of Christ, 
which alone can be alleged by us before the judgment seat of 
God for our absolution from those sins.” Here I will apply 
with truth your own words: “one-eyed people see many 
things which do not exist.” Both you and your father 
(begging your pardon) have thoroughly misunderstood the 
whole passage: it runs: “ Whom God hath set forth to be a 
propitiation through faith in His blood:” where if a close 
attention is given to the passage, it will be seen that the 
words “in His blood” are not to be referred to ‘faith’ but to 
‘propitiation,’ so that the verse does not declare the special 
object of faith, but the method of propitiation made by Christ, 
thus: “ Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation by His 
blood through faith.’ The reasons for this interpretation 
are as follow: Ist. The very construction of the words is re- 
pugnant to your interpretation: if the Apostle had meant 
what you fancy, he would have said dua tis wiotews THs ets Td 
avtov aiwa, “through faith which is in His blood.” Now 
in the first place, the article 77s before the preposition is 
wanting, and secondly, the preposition is not evs, but év. 
Besides, (as Parzeus has observed from Beza,) in all the MSS. 
the pronoun avrod is read with the aspirate and not the soft 
breathing, so that it answers to eavTov, and shews that the 
words €v aiwarte avrod, ‘in His own blood,’ must necessarily be 
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STRIC. joimed with tAaorHpiov. Who does not see the solecism im 

_ XVI. these words ‘ by faith in His own blood?’ Piscator, who was 
well versed in the Greek language, saw that your interpret- 
ation laboured under these difficulties, and yet (which is to be 
wondered at) gave his approval to it. For in his scholia on 
the passage dua Ts mucteds €v TO aiate avtod, he says: “I 
certainly think that aivod must be read instead of attod: and 
that there is an ellipse of the article ts before the preposition 
év, which must be supplied from the preceding words, and 
therefore év is put for eés: lastly, the comma after the word 
‘faith’ must be struck out. It will be clearer if you say per 
fidem in sanguine Ipsius, ‘by faith in His blood.’” But what 
is this but wresting the sacred text to support our own pre- 
conceived notions? 2ndly. The phrase ‘faith in blood, if 
you attend to the meaning, is harsh and uncommon. ‘The 
blood of Christ is never either by St. Paul or the other sacred 
writers connected with our faith as its special object, but — 
always with words which signify the propitiation, reconcilia- 
tion, or redemption which Christ has made for us: and that 
too so as to declare the method of such propitiation, recon- 
ciliation, or redemption. This must be evident to any one 
who has paid the least attention to Holy Scripture ; see for 
instance, Eph. 1. 7; Col.1.14; Heb. 9. 12, 18, 14, 18—22. 
ordly. In the last place, the words dva Tis mictews are not 
in the excellent Alexandrian manuscript: and St. Chrysostom 
does not read them. But what need is there of many words 
in so clear a case? If I were a Socinian, I would most 
willingly accept and embrace with open arms your version of 
the passage, since it agrees most excellently with the teach- 
ing of Socinus. For he explains at length and in a way 
wonderfully at variance with the words and intent of Holy 
Scripture, all those passages in which a connection of the 
blood or the death of Christ with the remission of sins 
obtamed for us, is expressed. He is especially fond of one 
of these explanations above all other, and so he continually 
inculcates this, as if it were the very foundation of his cause. 
It is this, that the death of Christ persuades us to the very 
thing which is required for the remission of our sins, that is, 
faith, or as Socinus would say, the hope of obtaining ever- 
lasting hfe. Now what can agree better with this explana- 
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tion than your version of the passage, which would refer the sTRIC. 
words “in His blood” not to the propitiation made for us —*Y!: 
by Christ but to our faith? See now how true is what I say; 
Grotius in his posthumous annotations (in which I grieve to say 

he too much delights in Socinian interpretations), thus inter- 

prets the passage: “The word thactHpiov, nop> in the Old 
Testament, meant the cover of the ark, upon which a cloud from 

God used to rest, which assured the people of God’s favour 
toward them: see Lev. 16.2; Num. 7. 89. So also God by 
ratifying the prayers of Christ, and for their sake sending 

the Spirit upon the Apostles, (John 14. 16,) shewed His good 

will towards mankind: but when He adds, ‘by faith,’ He 
shews the way in which a man may obtain the effect of 

that good will, that is, true righteousness, namely, ‘by 
having faith in the blood of Christ, 1. e. in the doctrine 
ratified by the blood of Christ in the same way as treaties 

were wont to be ratified by blood.” 

I have dwelt longer on this discussion not because your 
objection was of so great weight, but because I thought it 
worth while to give the true explanation of this much con- 
tested passage of the Apostle. For supposing we were to 
grant that the Apostle had used this harsh phrase, which is 
found no where else in Scripture, ‘ faith in blood,’ what would 
your cause gain by it? not one jot. For then faith in blood 
would be nothing else but that faith by which we believe 
that Christ poured out His own blood for the expiation of 
our sins, and at the same time have confidence that God the 
Father will for the sake of the outpouring of His Son’s blood 
be propitious to us if we repent. Now it is quite clear that 
this faith cannot attain the effect of justification, unless it 
bring forth a true and fruitful repentance. 

§ 6. I agree in what you say about faith not being a 
swarm of virtues but a single virtue. For faith, as I have 
already observed (I. Diss. iv. 5. p. 24), both in St. Paul’s 
Epistles and the other Scriptures of the New Testament, 
when viewed by itself, is nothing more than the same kind 
of assent as that by which we believe in the sufferings, death, 
and resurrection of Christ for us, and that consequently all 
things are true which He has delivered to us in the name 
of God, either by promises or commands: this I have proved 


STRIC. 
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lib. iii. 
dist. 23. 


§ 7. 
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by many passages, (see especially Rom. 4. 20, 21, 24; 
Heb. 11. 1; 1 John 5. 4, 5; John 8. 24). But notwith- 
standing this, I say (which I have also supported by the 
strongest proofs) that St. Paul when he attributes justifica- 
tion to faith, does not consider it as a single virtue, but as a 
swarm of virtues, oujvos aperov, and surrounded as it were 
by the whole concourse of evangelical virtues, that is, faith 
perfected by love, évepyoupévny ov’ ayarns, which is the 
mother of all other virtues. This is plain even from those 
passages of Holy Scripture in which the Apostle describes 
the single virtue of faith, which he explains by assent; and 
all will acknowledge that there is no justification or salvation 
attached to a bare assent. If you had read my work with 
any attention you would have seen that I had anticipated 
your objection, and in this very chapter. (II. Diss. iv. 10. 
p. 63). I have shewn in the examination of Stricture XIII. 
how very frivolous is the fine-drawn distinction which you 
make between the object of belief and that of confidence or 
justifying faith. 

§ 7. I might here, by way of conclusion, put together a 
very large collection of authorities from the works of re- 
formed divines, who understood the faith to which St. Paul 
attributes justification in its complex sense, that is, so far as 
it involves in its idea love, which is the mother of all good 
works. This is so well known that the Roman Catholic 
Estius, a writer of great judgment and honesty, objects 
against most of our writers for saying that ‘faith and love 
are the same thing:’ but though I am unwilling to weary 
both the reader and myself with quotations from so many 
authors, still I cannot forbear bringing forward the testi- 
mony of a celebrated man amongst the early reformers, 
Huldrych Zuinglius", who writes as follows; “ All works are 
the fruits either of piety or the flesh: for if you are religi- 
ous, you aim at those things from faith, which faith dictates. 
For God is in him who has faith, and he in God. But let 
no one say that what you attribute to faith is of love. It 
must be observed that ‘ faith’ has various meanings in Holy 
Scripture : first credence, then firmness, and then confidence 
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in God; and we must understand it of this latter only strRic. 
when it is said that faith saves a man. They who do not —*¥! 
here understand that faith, hope, and charity are the same 
thing, viz. this confidence in God, must needs pass over 
many difficulties in Holy Scripture unexplained. This will be 
plain from the passages ‘ We are saved by hope, Rom. 8. 24; 
and Rom. 4. 5, ‘His (Gd. e. the believer’s) faith is counted for 
righteousness ;’ if therefore hope saves, and faith saves, faith 
and hope must be the same thing. Nor let it cause surprise 
that hope is spoken of sometimes in a different way to faith. 
For then faith does not mean confidence in God, but either 
any kind of belief, or firmness, or truth. ‘But God is love: 
and he that dwelleth in love, dwelleth in God, and God in 
him,’ 1 John 4. 16. And, ‘He that eateth My flesh, and 
drinketh My blood, dwelleth in Me, and I in him,’ John 6.56; 
that is, he who believes that Christ has suffered for us, 
dwells in Christ and Christ in him. Therefore faith and 
love must be the same thing. And no one need be startled 
and afraid that these three Divine virtues are confused by us. 
For we have been taught by Holy Scripture that unless each 
of these virtues be the same as the others, it is nothing, not 
to say no virtue at all. If you believe in Christ, but neither 
hope in, nor love Him, it is nothing worth, St. James chap.2. If 
you say you hope in God, but do not love Him, you make 
yourself a liar. For if you know enough about God to see 
you ought to hope in Him, it is impossible for you not to 
acknowledge Him to be the greatest Good: and if so it is 
impossible for you not to love Him. If you love, but have 
no trust, it is mere words, for he cannot love God who does 
not trust in Him. The human heart, therefore, joined to 
God, which is piety, has different names by way of amplifi- 
cation: sometimes we understand faith to mean credence, 
hope in the order of reason follows it, and then love: and so 
all this confidence of the human heart in God is called some- 
times faith, sometimes hope, sometimes love: and whether 
you believe in, hope in, or love God, it is nothing else but real 
affection towards Him. MHence it happens, that sometimes 
these three are contained in the single idea of piety, faith is 
taken for love, and hope for faith.” Now whoever can see 
any thing, must see that this is a most apposite testimony to 
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STRIC. the opinion of Zegerus, that is, to my own which you call 


XVI. 


most absurd, whereas yours is diametrically opposed to it. 
For lst, Zuinglius here clearly teaches that faith, to which 
justification and salvation are attributed in Scripture, (and 
specially that faith of which St. Paul says that it is counted 
for righteousness,) is that same confidence which comprehends 
the three Divine virtues, faith, hope, and love, and which is 
plainly the same as the whole of Christian piety, ‘or the 
heart joined to God.’ 2ndly, he clearly asserts, that unless 
this view be taken, there must remain many difficulties in 
Scripture unsolved. Without doubt he was thinking espe- 
cially of the apparent disagreement of St. Paul and St. James. 
For he quotes particularly the passage in Rom. 4, where 
faith is said to be counted to a man for righteousness ; 
affirming that unless faith is there taken im this complex 
sense, that passage cannot be reconciled with others, in 
which justification and salvation are attributed to other 
virtues. He moreover quotes expressly the second chapter 
of St. James’s Epistle, to prove that faith as a single virtue is 
not by any means sufficient for a man’s justification. 

You see from this that my plan of reconciling the Apostles 
St. Paul and St. James is by no means new, even if you look 
to reformed divines: to say nothing of the ancients, whom I 
well know you hold for naught. 


STRICTURE XVII. 
ON II. DISS. vii. 


In this chapter I examine a question by the way, whether 
the law of Moses was under any view a law of most perfect 
and therefore unattainable virtue and righteousness; and 
whether the arguments of the Apostle, in Rom. 3, and 
Gal. 3. 10, against justification by that law, are founded on 
this consideration; and the negative side of the question I 
support by many arguments. But the whole of my Disser- 
tation is thrown over as wholly irrelevant ; thus you write 
on the margin of p. 106, “ With evil purpose and un- 
hallowed pains, and quite irrelevantly, you deny perfection 
to the law of Moses. For St. Paul is speaking of the law 
which will be the rule of the last judgment, which no one 
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but a fool would deny is a rule of perfect obedience: see sTRIC. 
the second chapter of his Epistle to the Romans. By the XYIL_ 
works of this law he denies that any one is justified, 

chap. 3.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XVII. 


§ 1. I do not remember ever to have seen so many gross 
mistakes heaped together in so few words. For in the first 
place, | no more deny perfection to the law of Moses, as you 
dream, than to the Gospel. For although it is most true, 
that the law of Moses, compared with the Gospel, is a more 
imperfect rule of obedience, yet this is not the question 
here. I deny that the law of Moses was a law of most 
perfect obedience in the same sense that I also deny that 
the Gospel is a law of most perfect obedience: in truth, from 
the drift of the whole of my argument it is clear that by a 
law of perfect obedience I meant nothing else than such a 
law as exacts the most perfect and complete virtue from man 
in every particular, as an indispensably necessary condition 
of obtaining salvation, while it denounces on him for the least 
defect of such righteousness eternal death and the dreadful 
torments of hell. Therefore it is to no purpose at all in the 
face of the plain state of the question laid down in the 
beginning of the chapter, in the face of the plain drift of 
the arguments which I am using to persuade yourself, (as 
not unfrequently you shut your eyes in the clearest light,) 
that I am labouring in this passage to prove that “the law 
of Moses, compared with the Gospel, is an imperfect rule of 
obedience, and is of less avail towards producing holiness.” 
Observe, these are your own words in the notes on this page. 

§ 2. I cannot sufficiently wonder at your saying that the 
discussion I have here entered upon, relative to the law of 
Moses, is nothing to the purpose, and for this reason, that 
St. Paul is speaking of another law; for I am professedly ex- 
plaining the argument of the Apostle contained in Rom. 3, 
and Gal. 38.10; in both which places it is quite plain that 
St. Paul is speaking of the law of Moses. Of the passage in 
Gal. 3. 10, no one in his senses would doubt, since the very 
words of the law of Moses are cited. It remains to be 
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enquired whether the Apostle has the same object in view in 
the argument in Rom. 3. I affirm that the Apostle is there 
speaking of the law of Moses, and I prove it by these argu- 
ments. In the first place, it has been observed long ago by 
far the most learned men, (do not despise their observation,) 
that in St. Paul’s Epistles, as often as the word ‘the law’ is 
used absolutely, as in the controverted passage, without any 
adjunct, it invariably means the law of Moses; the reason of 
which is plain; for there are three laws altogether, (I am 
speaking of the laws which belong to fallen man,) the law of 
nature, of Moses, and of the Gospel. Now it is plain that 
the Gospel is no where by St. Paul absolutely called ‘a 
law,’ vouos, much less ‘ the law,’ 6 vouos: as neither is the 
law of nature, since they who have none but that, are said by 
him to be ‘without law,’ ywpis vouov, Rom. 2.12, and ‘having 
not the law,’ voor m1) éyovtes, ver. 14. 2ndly, the context of 
the clause in question plainly shews that the Apostle’s argu- 
ment there has reference to the Mosaic law. For in the 
beginning of the chapter St. Paul convicts the Jews of sin 
(he had done this in reference to the Gentiles chap. 2), by 
many quotations from the Old Testament. That the Jews 
might not allege that these testimonies had no reference to 
them, St. Paul adds, ver. 19, “ but we know that what things 
soever the law saith, it saith to them that are under the law:” 
where he means by ‘those under the law,’ Jews, and pro- 
selytes who had taken upon them the whole Jewish law. 
For these are said to be ‘in the law’ in the passage just 
cited, Rom. 2. 12, and ‘under the law. Immediately then 
the Apostle subjoins, ver. 20, “ Therefore by the deeds of the 
law there shall no flesh be justified.” Who now, but one 
who is wilfully blind, does not see at once, that the Apostle 
is here speaking of the law to which the Jews were subject, 
viz. the law of Moses? Who would deny again that in ver. 20, 
“Therefore by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be 
justified:” and ver. 28, “we conclude that a man is justified by 
faith without the works of the law,” the Apostle spoke of the 
same law? In the latter passage, that the Apostle was speak- 
ing of the law given to the Jews is most evident from the 
words immediately following, ver. 29: “Is He the God of the 
Jews only? Is He not also of the Gentiles? Yes, of the 
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Gentiles also.” Where you have, as Beza has observed, an STRIC. 
argumentum ex absurdo. “If justification depended on the ees 
law of Moses, God would be a Saviour to the Jews only. 
Likewise, if He saved the Jews in one way, the Gentiles in 
another, He would not be like Himself: He will justify both 
therefore in one and the same way, viz. by the faith of the 
Gospel.” 

§ 3. You speak as if there were some law which would be 
the rule of judgment for all in the last day, and as though 
this were clear from Rom. chap. 2, both which things are 
false. All will not be tried by the rule of the same law in 
the last judgment; but each by the rule of that law or dis- 
pensation under which he has lived, which the Apostle 
teaches most plainly in the twelfth verse of the chapter 
quoted. “For as many as have sinned without law, shall 
also perish without law; and as many as have sinned in the 
law, shall be judged by the law,” i. e. the Gentiles, who were 
without the written law, will be judged by the law of nature; 
but the Jews by the written law of Moses, as that which was 
given to them. 

§ 4. He who affirms that the law which will be the rule 
of the last judgment is a law of perfect obedience, (in the 
sense in which a law of perfect obedience is taken in my 
argument,) is not only a fool, but downright mad. For from 
that affirmation it would follow that the whole race of man- 
kind would utterly perish in the last judgment. 

§ 5. If a law of perfect obedience be taken according to 
your own meaning, viz. such a law as sets forth and dis- 
plays most perfect virtue, although it does not enact or 
demand it at the hazard of our souls; not even thus will it 
be true that all men will be judged by the rule of a law 
which is a law of perfect obedience. For all who have been 
without a positive law, (which is by far the greater part of 
mankind,) will be judged by the law of nature, as the Apostle 
teaches most plainly in the passage just quoted, Rom. 2. 12; 
and whoever says that the mere law of nature is a rule of 
perfect virtue in all points equal to the Gospel, is fit to go 
straight to Bedlam. 

§ 6. Lastly, your assertion in the last clause, that St. Paul 
in Rom. chap. 8. denies that any one is justified by the law 
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STRIC. which will be the rule of the last judgment, is a step 


XVII. 


even beyond madness. This is just the same as if you had 
said that St. Paul taught that no man would be saved in the 
last judgment. For whereas there are but two opposite acts 
of Divine judgments, justification and condemnation, if no one 
will be justified by the law which will be the rule of the last 
judgment, it follows of course that all men will be condemned 
in the last judgment. Jam ashamed and grieved, seriously 
and laboriously to oppose such gross absurdities; and yet 
you call them Strictures on a book. Cease betimes, my 
Censurer, if you are wise, to profess criticism in future, after 
having disgraced yourself so often in this specimen of your art. 


APPENDIX TO EXAMINATION OF STRICTURE XVII. 


Although my Censurer has with an exceeding display of 
ignorance carped at my Dissertation in this chapter on the 
law of perfect obedience: yet I confess that some learned 
and pious men have not been pleased with my digression on 
this head, from reasons that are not without show of truth. 
I will do my best to satisfy these persons, and if I fail in my 
attempt, candid readers will remember that in this chapter 
of the Harmony I have only modestly and with all due 
deference to better judgment, put forward my opinion: 
moreover also that the whole of this discourse is a digression, 
as I said: for if it be passed over, it will take nothing from 
our principal design, which regards the reconciliation of 
St. Paul with St. James. 

§ 2. Here to avoid all disputes about words, I will first 
shew briefly what I mean by ‘a law of perfect obedience.’ 
By a law of perfect obedience I mean no other than a law 
distinct from and prior to the Gospel, which exacts from 
fallen man a most perfect virtue or conformity to the eternal 
law, 1. e. perfect not only in all points but also in degree, and 
that im every particular and circumstance (as they say) such as 
could have been performed by the first manin a state of integrity 
and assisted by the aid of the Holy Spirit,—with a promise 
of heavenly and eternal life, if he performed such righteous- 
ness, but with the threat of everlasting death, if he turned 
even in the least from it. This is what is commonly called 
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by divines ‘ the law’ or ‘ covenant of works’ (but wrongly, as STRIC. 
it has been above observed). I say Istly, that no such law has y 
existed from the fall of the first man. 2ndly, that the argu- 

ment of the Apostle, wherein he denies that any one can be 
justified by the law of Moses, does not at all proceed from 

the supposition that the law of Moses was a law of works of 

this kind, but plainly rests on another foundation, viz. that 

that law, in the view in which it is considered by the Apostle, 

does not under any condition whatsoever confer true justifi- 
cation, 1. e. justification jomed with the gift of eternal life. 

This latter assertion we will presently in its place support 
against our Censurer by the plainest arguments. Here we 

must do our best to prove the former assertion. 

§ 3. It is astonishing what an outcry some men raise on 
this point. They exclaim that by this assertion of mine the 
whole system of orthodox divinity is ruined, and torn in 
pieces: that the very foundations both of the law and the 
Gospel are plucked up. These results, unless I am greatly 
deceived, square more exactly with their own thesis. For I 
think that the doctrine which maintains that the descendants 
of fallen Adam as such, are placed under a law or covenant 
of eternal life, such as I have described, is directly at variance 
with the first and most acknowledged principles of Chris- 
tianity or the Catholic faith. That this may be seen more 
clearly, we will set forth the Catholic doctrine on this head in 
some clear and evident theses. 

§ 4. Thesis first. The covenant of life entered into with 
Adam in a perfect state, was broken by his sin, not only for 
himself but for his descendants; so that all the sons of 
Adam, as such, are sons of death, i. e. entirely excluded from 
all promise of immortal life, and subject to the necessity of dying 
without hope of a resurrection. There is no proposition more 
certain than this in all theology. Every where in the writings 
of the New Testament it is delivered most PLaUNY, and expressly, 
especially in the Epistle to the Romans chap. 5. throughout. 
Whence also all the approved doctors of the ancient Church, as 
well those before as those who lived after Pelagius, have agreed 
therein: nor has it ever been denied by any one with impu- 
nity, or without the badge of heresy being put upon it. Now 
that God could justly on account of the sin of Adam alone 
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have excluded all his posterity from immortal life, is too 
clear. For, as the most learned Gerard Vossius writes, 
“ Although Adam had not sinned, yet might God, who is the 
free dispenser of His gifts, have created man for his natural 
end, and so void of grace in this life and glory hereafter. 
Now it is most evident that what God could do absolutely, 
that He might also have done relatively, i. e. as regards the 
first sin of our first parents; where He would at the same 
time shew that he was executing the office of a righteous 
judge.” The position of our opponents can in no way stand 
with this Catholic truth. For to be entirely excluded from 
all promise of immortal life, and to be under a covenant, i. e. 
a promise of attaining eternal life under a certain condition, 
are two things plainly contradictory, and cannot be affirmed 
of the same individual. But hence it follows, that man 
viewed in a fallen state, if by an impossibility it were sup- 
posed that he has performed most absolute righteousness, 
such as could have and ought to have been performed by 
man in his first and perfect state, could acquire from this 
no right to a heavenly and eternal life. For on what title 
would that right depend ? on a covenant or Divine promise ? 
But man is already supposed to be wholly excluded from all 
promise of immortal life: is it then from the merit of this 
his righteousness ? but all sound divines allow, that heavenly 
and eternal life is the free gift of God, and that of infinite 
liberality, such as the first man, living most exactly in a per- 
fect state, could not in strictness justly have expected. 

§ 5. Thesis second. All of the descendants of fallen Adam, 
who are entirely destitute of Divine revelation, and who have 
not been acquainted with the new covenant of life, are bound 
by the obligation of the law of nature alone. Such were the 
Gentiles, whom the Apostle describes in the Epistle to the 
Ephesians, and whom he calls “strangers from the covenants 
of promise.” Of these persons we affirm two things in this 
proposition. 1. That they are hitherto bound in obligation 
to the law of nature. 2. That they are bound by the law of 
nature alone. As regards the former it must be observed 
that mankind, although by the sin of the first man they fell 
from the more intimate grace and favour of God, yet neither 
have they been nor could they be exempted from Divine 
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dominion. Fallen man ceased indeed to be the friend of God, STRIC. 
at least so as to have near access to Him: still he remained V1! 
the subject of the Most High God. And therefore, the law 

of nature, as it preceded every Divine covenant, so when the 
gracious covenant of God was put an end to by sin, it still 
retained its own force and vigour. In accordance with this 

law, fallen man is bound, in proportion to the strength left 

him, to do every thing which reason, when called into counsel, 
declares to be part of the duty he owes to God. The latter 
proposition scarcely requires proof. For, putting aside all 
Divine revelation and covenant, it is plain that nothing is left 

to man but the law of nature, which cannot be abolished. 
Moreover also, the same thing is plainly enough taught by 

the Apostle, Rom. 2. 12. 

§ 6. Thesis third. The law of nature, (i. e. the dictation of 
reason,) as far as it is seen in fallen man, as destitute of the 
spirit and the Divine revelation, by no means prescribes 
most perfect virtue, nor is immortal and heavenly life due to 
its observance. There are two parts of this statement: 
Ist, that the law of nature, viewed by itself, by no means 
prescribes a most perfect virtue: 2ndly, that immortal and 
heavenly life is not the reward promised for its observance. 
As far as regards the former, a broad field is here open for 
discussion on the law of nature, what precepts it contains, 
how far it extends, &c., where I could bring forward many 
things well worthy of attention, if the plan of my design did 
not forbid me to make such digressions. That the bare law 
of nature, however, does not teach most perfect virtue, is 
easily proved by this one argument. The law of nature is 
content with a virtue far inferior to that prescribed in the 
Gospel; therefore it by no means teaches perfect virtue. 
The truth of the major premiss is evident. For nothing 
greater, nothing higher, nothing more perfect can be exacted 
from man than a most perfect virtue. The minor premiss 
also I do not think any one will call in question, whose brain 
is in right order. In truth, the law of the Gospel is called by 
divines a ‘supernatural’ law on this account, because it 
teaches a perfection of virtue far exceeding the measure of 
nature. Nor is any thing more certain than that we Chris- 
tians, on whom the heavenly light of the Gospel has shone, 
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are bound by law to attain a far higher degree of virtue than 
that to which Gentiles are bound, who have only the scanty 
and darksome light of nature. That saying of Justin Martyr 
is approved (if I mistake not) by the consent of all the 
old divines. To pév ydp ere cata hvow Brody, ovdérw Tremt- 
atevkotos €aott. “To be still living according to nature, is the 
part of one who has not yet believed.” As regards the 
latter part of the proposition, whoever violates the law of 
nature is liable to the punishment that it shall seem good to 
the Divine justice, wisdom and equity to inflict on him: but 
no Catholic will affirm, I think, that immortal and heavenly 
life is in any wise due to the observance of this same law. 
For the immortality of the first man, so long as he remained 
in a perfect state, depended not on the law of nature (which 
nevertheless was most perfect in him) but on the grace and pro- 
mise of God. Nay, so far from that eternal and heavenly life, 
which is promised to us Christians, being due to the obsery- 
ance of the mere law of nature, the religion of nature alone 
will not fit a man, or put him in the way, for obtaining such 
a life according to the promise of God. For natural means 
have no fitness to a supernatural end (as say the schoolmen). 
Nor am I here intruding either my own or schoolmen’s 
fancies upon the reader. It is the universal and constant 
opinion of all Catholic doctors, both before and after the time 
of Pelagius, (with the agreement also of the most ancient 
Jewish masters,) that the first man was not only created with 
a natural integrity, but. was gifted also with the Holy Spirit, 
by which, as a sort of principle of the Divine nature, his 
natural faculties (otherwise by no means capable of this) were 
to be raised to the obtaining the happiness of heaven (which 
they with good reason believed was destined for him in God’s 
counsel, and of which they justly held the happiness of an 
earthly paradise to have been as it were atype). I affirm 
nothing here which I cannot easily prove, nay (to speak out) 
which I have not long ago proved abundantly in some papers 
written in English, in which I answered a book of Mr. Tru- 
mann, written against me in Latin, though (absurdly enough) 
with English idiom; and these papers, because written in 
English, (fearing lest the handling of certain deep questions, 
which had been forced upon me by the subtleties of that gentle- 
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man, should prove a stumbling block to the unlearned,) IsTRIC. 
have hitherto determined should remain among my adver- - 
saria, content with having communicated them to a few 
friends (who are witnesses of this). For if this unanimous 
opinion of the Catholic doctors be true, the distinction 
between ‘natural and moral inability’ (taken from the 
writings of Amyraldus, and supported by Baxter’s authority) 
falls to the ground, and this the author takes as the founda- 
tion of his new theology. In fact, his hypothesis comes to 
this; that were it not for moral inability, i. e. (as he 
explains himself) for badness of will, (which meantime he 
affirms all have from their birth, so that this moral inability 
comes at last to be natural,) every son of fallen Adam, who 
has his right senses, is able, without the assistance of any 
inward grace, perfectly to fulfil the whole law of God, suffici- 
ently revealed to him. From this absurd hypothesis he 
deduces many other things: e. g. that God can justly exact 
from fallen man most absolute virtue, though He give not, 
nor be ready to give grace, by which that virtue should be 
performed : that the law of nature itself can give eternal life 
to such as observe it: that the Gospel law does not bring 
grace with it to the performance of the obedience which it 
requires, but that that grace is given at the mere pleasure of 
God, to some few who are called the ‘elect :’ that all other 
men are justly condemned, because they could do good if 
they chose, although they cannot choose it. The foundation 
of these doctrines (which the ancient Church would cer- 
tainly have determined to be most worthy of anathema) is 
thoroughly Pelagian and most false, unless indeed all the 
Catholic fathers were egregiously mistaken. For they 
believed (as was said just now) that the first of mankind 
(even in a state of innocence, when no moral weakness 
attached to them, and the least possible or no depravity of 
will; when the natural faculties, both of body and mind, were 
entire and perfect, assisted besides with wondrous external 
grace and many aids proceeding from the favourable con- 
stitution of paradise) yet were unable by their own natural 
strength, without the aid of the Holy Spirit, to rise to that 
virtue which should make them fit for the enjoyment of ~ 
heavenly happiness. And therefore, here I may be allowed 
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with the fathers of the second council of Orange, to argue, 
“Human nature, even though it remained in that integrity in 
which it was created, would by no means save itself, without 
the assistance of its Creator. If then, without the grace of 
God, it could not keep the salvation which it had received, 
how without the grace of God can it repair that which it has 
lost ?? From all these things it follows that no one, under the 
law of nature alone, can by the power alone of that same law 
arrive at the happiness of heaven, which is promised to us 
Christians: and consequently, that if any of the Gentiles, 
upon whom the light of the Gospel has never shone, obtain the 
kingdom of heaven, they obtain that happiness by virtue of the 
new covenant established by the blood of Christ, and the 
assistance of some supernatural and extraordinary grace ad- 
ministered to them through Christ: and this our Lord Him- 
self taught, “ Except a man be born again, he cannot see the 
kingdom of God:” adding the reason, “that which is born of the 
flesh is flesh ; and that which is born of the Spirit is Spirit.” 

§ 7. Thesis fourth. God never entered into any covenant with 
the posterity of fallen Adam, which was not confirmed and 
ratified in Christ our Saviour, the second Adam; consequently 
into none other than the Gospel, according to the saying of the 
Apostle, “ The gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ 
our Lord.” This position, I think, is an axiom of which no 
Christian has a doubt; we will dispense therefore with a 
laborious proof of the same, as the sun need borrow no light 
from us. Hence follows what is worth the reader’s attention, 
viz. that God entered into two covenants altogether, of 
eternal life, with mankind: the first with man immediately 
after his creation; the second with fallen man, called the 
Gospel. There is mention indeed made in Scripture of 
two Divine covenants after the fall of man: the Mosaic 
and the Gospel covenant: of which the former is called the 
‘old, the latter the ‘new;’ the former called the ‘first,’ the 
latter the ‘second.’ But it is plain that in this distinction 
the Mosaic covenant, as opposed to the Gospel, is understood 
carnally and according to the letter: in which acceptation it 
never was a covenant of eternal life, neither was it entered 
into with mankind in general, but with the Jews only. We 
read also of the covenant with Abraham: but that was the 
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Gospel itself, revealed fittingly for those times indistinctly sTRIC. 
and obscurely, as the Apostle testifies Gal. 3. 8, 16, 17. eae 
Neither is the Apostle Paul in the Epistle to the Galatians at 
variance with the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews: 
although the latter calls the Mosaic covenant ‘ first’ and ‘old,’ 
the Gospel ‘second’ and ‘new :’ while the former, on the con- 
trary, calls the Gospel the ‘first,’ the Mosaic the ‘latter’ 
covenant. For St. Paul is speaking of the Gospel, as we 
said, obscurely revealed ; in which sense it was revealed not 
only before the law of Moses, as in some degree to Abraham, 
but before Abraham too, and it was in force immediately 
after the fall of the first man. Now the author of the Tit.1.1, 2. 
Epistle to the Hebrews views the Gospel covenant as most 
fully revealed through and after Christ’s advent, and ratified 
by the consummation of the sacrifice of our Redeemer: in 
which acceptation it succeeded the Mosaic covenant on its 
abolition. In these four positions now laid down, (of which 
the first, third and fourth can scarcely be denied without 
heresy, while the second is plain truth,) our undertaking is 
completed. For if the covenant of life entered into with 
Adam, was made null and void by his sin, not only for him- 
self, but his posterity; if all those of Adam’s posterity to 
whom the new covenant of life is not yet made known, and 
who are destitute of Divine revelation, are bound by the law 
of nature only, which neither dictates a most perfect virtue, 
nor can give eternal life to those who observe it: if, lastly, 
God has entered into no new covenant of eternal life with 
the descendants of fallen Adam, but the Gospel covenant, 
then nothing can be more certain than that there is no law 
or covenant distinct from the Gospel, and prior to it, which 
exacts most perfect virtue from fallen man, under a promise 
of eternal life, if he perform such righteousness: under the 
threat of eternal damnation, if he fail in doing this. So that 
it is unnecessary to proceed farther in this disquisition. 
Nevertheless, as I think it will be to the reader’s advantage, 
I will endeavour to set forth, in some theses, the nature and 
grounds of the second or Gospel covenant. 

_§ 8. Thesis fifth. The Gospel, or the law of Christ, although 
it teaches a high religion, (especially where it is most fully 
revealed in the writings of the New Testament,) yet enjoins 
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nothing on fallen man which cannot be fulfilled through the 
—— grace which it promises. This statement is easily proved 
both from the Scriptures and by testimonies of the ancients, 
as also, lastly, by plain reason. First then, as is fitting, let us 
hear the sacred oracles. The passages quoted from St. Paul 
in the Harmony are the most notable: in which the Gospel 
law is called ‘the power of God,’ Rom. 1. 16; ‘the law of 
the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus,’ Rom. 8. 2; ‘the Spirit,’ 
2 Cor. 3. 9; ‘the ministration of the Spirit, ver. 8. For 
from these passages it is plain that the Spirit of Christ is 
indissolubly united with His law, and proceeds step by step 
with it: so that nothing is enjoimed in the Gospel law for 
the performance of which the grace, which it gives, is in- 
adequate ; forsooth the Gospel, as far as it is law, so far is it 
the law of the Spirit. 

§ 9. As regards the Fathers, it was a common opinion of 
the Catholic Fathers, who lived before Pelagius, that through 
the grace of Christ a man could fulfil all His commands, as 
I have already shewn clearly, Harm. Apost. II. Diss. vu. 14. 
Nay, those Fathers, proceeding from the power to the act, 
openly taught that there are some who come to perfect 
virtue. Thus Clement of Alexandria. “ All then are fitted for 
the acquisition of virtue: but one man disciplines and exercises 
himself more, another less ; whence some have even arrived at 
perfect virtue, whilst others have only reached a certain point.” 
Origen speaks more at length, where he cites and refutes 
the words of Celsus, as follows: “ He goes on to say, They 
who sin not, are partakers of a better life; not explaining 
whom he calls sinless, whether those who are such from the 
beginning, or those who are such since repentance. Now 
it is impossible to find such as have never sinned from the 
beginning: and they who sin not after repentance are rarely 
found, and are rendered such by their coming to the saving 
word, not having been such before they came: for without 
the word, and that the ‘ perfect’ word, it is impossible for a 
man to be without sin.” Where Origen teaches three things: 
Ist, that it is quite impossible for any man to be without sin, 
before he is admitted to Gospel grace: 2ndly, that there are 
some, who after they have received the grace of the Gospel, 
do arrive at that pinnacle of virtue: but 3rdly, that they are 
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very few, and are very seldom found ; that is to say, accord- $T RIC. 
ing to Origen this perfection of virtue is possible: and con- 
sequently some are found, who have attained it: yet it is an 
arduous and very difficult thing, and so is found in very few - 
cases. A few lines above he had very beautifully, with a 
very elegant simile, explained this, in these words: “No 
small power, in any matter, however arduous, or, so to speak, 
impossible, is in the will, especially if practice be taken to 
aid. A man can walk on atight rope on high in the middle of 
a theatre clogged too with great weights, when he has gained 
himself this faculty by practice and unwearied diligence: 
and shall the pursuit of virtue be fruitless, or ought it to 
seem impossible to a man, however depraved he may be?” | 

§ 10. I come now to the Fathers who since the heresy of 
Pelagius have treated of this question. The chief of them, 
St. Augustine, though he was carried away by his worthy 
zeal in opposing that pestilent heresiarch, and in some things 
went too far, and in order to refute a new heresy, took new 
grounds, new at least as unrecognised by the Fathers of the 
Church, who were even then Fathers, and not sufficiently 
approved of by the Catholics of his own age: (this was long 
ago observed by rhost learned men, in all other respects the 
greatest admirers of this excellent Father :) yet he still firmly 
held the doctrine of his predecessors, so far at least as ever to 
teach (nor has he ever changed this opinion or thrown it 
into his books of Retractations) that it was possible for a 
man by the grace of God perfectly to fulfil the law, and be 
without sin, although he thought differently as to the matter 
of fact. There are clear and distinct testimonies to this effect, 
adduced from his writings by the excellent Gerard Vossius, 
and others. Thus “It is one thing to enquire whether the [vol. x. p. 
law can be observed in this life, so far as comes under its fat 
precepts: another, whether it has been in fact observed by Grat. et 
any one perfectly, and without any transgression at any ES 0 
time: we assert the former, we deny the latter.’ Likewise «. 16. 
“The Pelagians think they know some great thing, when 
they say, ‘God would not order what He knew could not be 
performed by man :’ who does not know this?” Likewise, pel eeu) 
“From these and similar testimonies I cannot doubt, either j; ;;. 
that God has put any thing upon man that is impossible, or ee 
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. that it is in any thing impossible for God to assist and aid 
man in such way that what He orders may be done: and by 


this means, a man, if he choose, can by God’s help be with- 
out sin,” and “ God does not then order impossibilities: but 
by ordermg He admonishes you both to do what you can, 
and to ask assistance in what you cannot do.” “ From the 
very fact that we most firmly believe, that a just and good 
God could not order impossibilities, we are reminded, when 
things are easy, that we have somewhat to do; when things 
are hard, that we have somewhat to ask. For all things are 
easy to love, to which alone Christ’s burden is light.” 

§ ll. Jerome thought there was no doubt about the 
ground of St. Austin’s doctrine. For almost in the begin- 
ning of book 3. against the Pelagians, he says, ‘ God has 
commanded possibilities: no one doubts this.” Neverthe- 
less he has continually denied that a man can by the grace 
of God live without sin. It was by a wonderfully ingenious 
device that he could reconcile two such opposite doctrines ! 
forsooth that God’s precepts are possible for the whole 
Church, but not for individuals. Huis words in the first book 
against the Pelagians are as follows: “You see,” says he, 
“that God hath commanded what is possible to be done; and 
yet this which is possible to be done, no one by nature can 
do. Therefore He hath given divers precepts and various 
virtues, all of which at one time we cannot have, and so it 
comes to pass, that what in one man forms either the chief 
or entire excellence, is found but partially in another: yet 
he who has not all is not therefore blameable, neither is he 
condemned in that he hath not, but rather justified in that 
he hath.” Also soon after he says, “ God hath ordered possi- 
bilities, I allow: but we cannot each have all the possibilities, 
not from the weakness of nature, (that we reproach not God,) 
but from weakness of mind, which cannot have at once, and 
at all times, all virtues.” This notion of Jerome, however, St. 
Austin has not hesitated openly to condemn as execrable blas- 
phemy, in a well-known passage quoted in the Harmony: “We 
condemn also the blasphemy of those who teach that God hath 
commanded impossibilities to be done by man, and that the 
commands of God cannot be kept by individuals, but only by all 
conjointly.” Moreover St. Austin, proceeding from the possi- 
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bility to actual fact, thought it no dangerous error to hold, STR1C. 
that some after conversion, by the grace of God, have lived *~Vh_ 
without sin. ae 

§ 12. All the canons of the Council of Milevis, which Lit. c. 2. 
touch on this question, speak not of the possibility, but of Rar a 
the fact. There are altogether three; 1, that every one 
ought to say, “Forgive us our trespasses:” 2, and that 
not only for others, but also for himself: 3, and that not 
of humility only, but as in truth. So far, however, were the 
Fathers from expressly decreeing by any canon that the law 
of God cannot be fulfilled by the grace of Christ, that they 
have expressly declared the contrary. In truth, (as is found Can. 113. 
in the Greek translation of African canons,) they denounce 
an anathema upon those who say that the grace of God 
through Jesus Christ “is of avail for the forgiveness only of 
sins already committed, but affords not aid against sinning 
for the time to come’.” They anathematize those also who 
teach of the grace of Christ, “that we are unable through it 
to love and to do what we know ought to be done.” Hence 
two hundred years and more after the death of St. Austin, his 
doctrine was held as Catholic truth. The best witness of 
this is the venerable Bede, by far the first of the doctors of [vol. iv. p. 
the Church of his time, and the most bitter enemy of the on 
Pelagian heresy, who writes thus: “ As to his saying that lib. i. in 
God, who is just, hath not commanded any thing impossible Hele 
to be done, he speaks truly, if he regards His help to whom 
the Catholic voice prays, ‘Lead me in the way of Thy com- 
mandments:’ but if he trusts in the powers of his own 
mind, he is contradicted by the words of the same righteous 
Creator, ‘without Me ye can do nothing,’ ” 

§ 18. The Fathers who denied that man, by the grace 
of Christ which is promised in the Gospel, could perfectly 
fulfil the law and be without sin, seem to me to have meant 
the law in its strictest sense, viz. that original law by which 
the first man in a perfect state was bound, and which was a 
most perfect copy of the eternal law; and less properly to 
have used the word ‘sin’ in the sense of any fault or defect, 


i Thus the Synod of Lydda also has St. Aug. de Gestis Pel. c. 6. [vol. x. p. 
expressly determined “that itisrightly 200]. See also Council of Orange II. 
affirmed, that a man with God’s grace last Canon. 
and assistance can be without sin.”’ 
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STRIC. which though it has now become part of man’s nature for 
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~ punishment of his first sin, and cannot by any means be 


entirely put off in this life, and so is not properly and 
formally sin, but rather, as I said, the punishment of his 
first sin, yet is nevertheless a deflexion from the eternal law, 
or law of creation. Under this class of sin comes that solici- 
tation of concupiscence which is ever more or less harassing 
the best men in this mortal life, though it extort no assent 
of the will whatever ; as also, all those defects and infirmities, 
which ‘ necessarily’ flow from the faulty temperament of the 
human body, consequent upon the first sin, or from the loss 
of that most perfect harmony with which the first formed 
man was gifted in his creation, and which, had he not sinned, 
he might have preserved by eating of the tree of life given 
him by God. For these evils, derived from the first Adam, 
God would not that the grace of Christ, the second Adam, 
should be a full remedy in this mortal life: He willed that in 
some degree at least the same things should remain even in 
the best of men, as long as they are on their way, as marks 
branded in human nature, and perpetual memorials of that 
first sin, that thereby man might be reminded that he never 
ought to lose sight of his original state, whence he had 
fallen, but to preserve a modesty, and aim most fervently at 
the perfect holiness of his heavenly country. As regards 
unavoidable faults and defects, the most learned Archbishop 
of Spalato* holds, according to the mind of the ancients, “ that 
these conditions, the particularities and circumstances of 
perfect obedience, which are impossible to human weakness 
aided by grace, are not now commanded.” Very cautiously 
had St. Austin stated the question in the passage which we 
first cited for this thesis, in these words: ‘‘ Whether the 
law can be observed in this life, ‘so far as comes under 
precept.?” Whence it is evident that that most pious 
doctor thought that those conditions of the eternal law, 
and those degrees and circumstances of universal perfection, 
which are not possible to be done by fallen man, even through 
the grace of Christ promised in the Gospel, are not ordered 
i the new law; which is all that the Archbishop of Spalato 
affirmed. Thus far for the testimonies of the Fathers. 
* Antonius de Dominis, lib. vii. de Rep. Eccles, ii. § 135, 136, 139 and 149. 
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§ 14. Lastly, our thesis is confirmable by most plain STRIC. 
reason. For besides its being approved by the consent of all sani 
nations, and should therefore be counted among Kowal évyovat, 
that no one can be bound to do impossibilities: (which is 
true not only as regards man, but even especially as regards 
God :) it must also be observed, that the Gospel law is a law of 
grace, made by a good God in Christ. And therefore though 
it were granted that it is not inconsistent with the justice, and 
consequently the wisdom of God, yet certainly is it diametri- 
cally opposed to grace, to make a law for man which it is 
impossible for him to fulfil. 

§ 15. Thesis sixth. Although according to the Gospel or 
law of Christ, all the degrees of virtue, which can be per- 
formed by us through the grace of the same Gospel, are 
matter of precept; yet all come not under a precept which 
binds them upon us strictly and precisely under pain of 
eternal damnation. For not on account of every the least 
failing, even such as through grace we might have avoided, 
does the law of the Gospel denounce on man exclusion from 
the kingdom of heaven, much less inflict the pains of hell: 
but on account of certain sins only, which are inconsistent 
with the end of the law, charity or the love of God above all 
things, and consequently with the friendship of God. Of 
this thesis there are two parts: Ist. That in the law of the 
Gospel, all degrees of virtue, possible to man through the 
grace of the same Gospel, are matter of precept. 2ndly. That 
nevertheless, the perfection of such virtue by no means comes 
under a precept which binds us strictly under pain of eternal 
death. The former is proved from those passages of the 
Gospel in which the whole perfection of righteousness pos- 
sible to man is expressly enjoined, as Matt. 5. 48, and else- 
where repeatedly. That command especially, “Grow in 2 pet. 3.8. 
grace,” &c., has no bounds or limits within the utmost perfec- 
tion of virtue which we can acquire through the grace of 
Christ; i.e. we are bound always to grow and increase in 
' grace and virtue, till we come to “the measure of full age” (as 
speaks Clement of Alexandria). Whence (as a remark by the gtrom. vi. 
way) it is clear that there is no place in the law of Christ for P- °°? 
works of supererogation, as they are called. 

§ 16. The second part of our thesis is proved beyond all 
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question from those passages of the New Testament in which 
the penalty of exclusion from the kingdom of heaven and of 
eternal death is set down peculiarly to certain definite sins. 
There are two passages of this kind most notable: “ Know ye 
not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of 
God? Be not deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, 
nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with 
mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor 
revilers, nor extortioners shall inherit the kingdom of God.” 
And, “ Now the works of the flesh are manifest, which are 
these; adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, 
idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, 
strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, murders, drunkenness, 
revellings, and such lke; of the which I tell you before, as 
I have also told you im time past, that they which do such 
things shall not inherit the kingdom of God.” In the latter 
passage, when St. Paul, after the enumeration of certain 
mortal sins, adds, ‘and such like,’ it is plain that he meant that 
all the sins that are analogous to these, 1. e. which proceed 
from the same evil will, are to be added to the list of mortal 
sins recounted one by one by him. When, however, the 
Apostle says in the same place of those who abstain from the 
sins mentioned by him and such like, and practise the oppo- 
site virtues, that ‘against these there is no law,’ he shews 
clearly enough that there is no law which denounces eternal 
death on such men. With these passages must be compared 
those which speak of certain sins to which righteous men 
are liable, even while the observance of the law is attributed 
to them, and life and eternal salvation are promised them, as 
in James 3. 2, and elsewhere. From these testimonies of 
Scripture compared together, it follows that there are certain 
sins which do not take away the righteousness and the friend- 
ship of God, nor bring with them eternal death. 

§ 17. Here it is objected by some, that the Gospel, as far 
as it contains a repetition and renewal of the original law, 
denounces eternal death on every sin, even the slightest, and 
on every, even the least failing: but, that as far as it is a law 
of grace and indulgence, it forgives some sins to those who 
repent ; consequently, the cause of some sins not being mortal 
is not that the law of Christ does not threaten them with 
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death, but that the same law under another view grants forgive- STRIC. 
ness of these sins on repentance. This, however, is to no pur- ae 
pose at all, for, in the first place, they cannot bring forward one 
passage of Scripture to confirm this assertion, viz. that the Gos- 
pel denounces death on every, even the least, failing. The 
words of St. James, which seem most to favour this opinion, ch. 2. 10, 
are plainly not to the poimt, as I have shewn clearly and at 
length. Nor are those passages of Scripture more to the Harm. II. 
purpose, which attribute in general terms these and the like He ue 
effects to sin, viz. enmity with God, everlasting perdition and 
death; as, “ The wages of sin is death;” “He that com- Rom.6.23. 
mitteth sin is of the devil;” “Thou hatest all workers of pel ae 
iniquity ;” ‘The soul that steel it shall die:” for it will a 18. 
be plain to any one who weighs these passages, that they ~” 
must be understood not of any sin, but of that only, which 
involves the whole nature of sin, 1. e. sin which is called mortal. 
Secondly, They say that some sins on this account only are 
not mortal, viz. because, by the Gospel, they are forgiven 
to those who repent, as far as it is a law of grace; but no 
one who considers the matter attentively will be satisfied by 
this. For according to the law of Christ, in this view there 
is no sin at all so grievous which cannot be pardoned to one 
seriously repenting: as will be shewn in the following thesis. 

-§ 18. From these considerations a question much agitated 
among divines may easily be determined: viz. Whether 
there is any sin in its own nature venial or not mortal? 
For the question is not, Whether God can jusfly, setting 
aside every Divine covenant, exclude man, for the slightest 
possible sin, or for the least failing in righteousness, from 
the kingdom of heaven? For surely God could justly (as I have 
often reminded the reader) deny man, even living most per- 
fectly in a perfect state, and with no fault of sin or blemish 
of defect, that heavenly life (inasmuch as it is a gift of His 
immense liberality). Nor will any sound divine question 
this: for those sophists among the Roman Catholics, who 
have not hesitated to affirm that some good works of a man, 
though fallen and imperfect, can of merit (putting aside the ex con- 
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consideration of the Divine covenant) deserve the happiness 
of heaven, were surely best disposed of in Bedlam. Nay 
I do not here question whether God can justly assign a 
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man, in every other respect righteous, and seriously bent on 
observing all His commands, for the slightest failing, suppose 
for immoderate laughter, for a word spoken at random, or 
for some affection of concupiscence slightly assented to, then 
checked from reverence to the Divine Law and suffocated in 
the birth, to the dreadful torments of hell? If this be not 
thought a hard saying, and incompatible with Divine equity 
and mercy, I will no farther discuss the question. Nor 
indeed would I, a poor miserable man, venture to hold any 
thing for certain, or rashly to pronounce of the right of the 
Most High God, although in a matter, as it appears, quite 
plain. But the discussion of these questions (in my judg- 
ment) is useless, and quite away from the point: the state of 
the question is this: Whether, in fact, God hath given a law 
to fallen man, by which any sin whatever, even the slightest 
and least avoidable failing of righteousness, is prohibited 
under pain of eternal damnation, i. e. both of perpetual 
exclusion from the kingdom of heaven, and the torments of 
hell awaiting it after this life? Surely, (as one hath well, 
though in barbarous, i. e. in scholastic language expressed 
it,) “the ground of sin is derived from the law of God, not 
precisely and wholly from the nature of the act: for had 
there been no law, there would have been, properly speaking, 
no sin. As, therefore, the ground of sin, as such, ‘ has re- 
ference to the law of God :’ so also the ground of mortal or 
venial sin is to be derived thence.” The negative side of the 
question, so put, can be supported by this argument: The law 
of the Gospel is, of all laws given to fallen man, the most 
perfect, and in it is most fully ‘revealed the wrath of God 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men.’ No 
where, surely, more clearly (no where so clearly) than in the 
Gospel is shewn the nature and guilt of sin, and what pun- 
ishment awaits every sin in the world to come. Heavenly 
rewards and infernal punishments, virtue and vice, (all which 
in past ages were but darkly known,) since the promulgation 
of the law of Christ, have been put forward by God in the 
clearest light. Now in the Gospel the will of God is no 
where revealed such as that the pain of eternal damnation 
is decreed against any, even the least, avoidable failing 
of righteousness. The proof lies upon the asserter. If any 
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one will bring forward a text by which this may be proved sTRIC. 
I will yield at once to the truth disclosed, and own myself V1! 
defeated. But I have already adduced sufficiently clear 
passages to prove the contrary. 

§ 19. Certain schoolmen, and those of no despicable autho- 
rity, have gone farther, and held that this equity and mercy 
of God, by which He does not decree death against every sin, 
belongs to every Divine covenant in common with the Gospel. 
For, they say, when the Most High so humbles Himself for 
men, as to enter into a covenant with them, He puts on the 
form of afriend; and among friends the least offence will not 
dissolve friendship. Hence Scotus, Altisiodorensis, Franciscus 
Maironis, Gabriel, Alimaynus, and others, have not hesitated to 
assert that man even under the first covenant could have sinned 
venially, as they usually speak, although indeed they seem 
to restrict their assertion to that kind of venial sin which is 
called of its own nature venial on account of the lightness of 
the matter, even if it be committed with full deliberation ; 
for which restriction I for my part do not see the reason. 
For let us suppose that our first mother Eve, when tempted 
by the devil, had inclined but slightly to the eating of the for- 
bidden fruit, and immediately checked herself by reverence 
for the Divine Law, and from the grateful remembrance of the 
exceeding kindnesses by which God had bound her to Himself 
renounced the devil’s temptation, and abstained hand and 
heart from the tree of knowledge of good and evil. Surely 
in this supposition there is nothing which is impossible, or 
inconsistent with the constitution of our first parents. For 
though some say that our first parents were so created by 
nature that they could commit no sin which was not com- 
plete, and done with full purpose, yet this is affirmed without 
any grounds; nay it is refuted from the history of the first 
sin, which shews plainly that Eve went on by degrees to the 
complete perpetration of the dreadful deed. Now it is asked, 
whether from that inclination alone, which without doubt 
would have been sin, she would have fallen entirely from 
God’s favour and covenant? He who affirms this will do 
so gratuitously, as he will not find a syllable in Scripture to 
support his assertion. On the other hand, the Divine threat 
was conceived in these words: “On the day that thou eatest - 
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thereof thou shalt surely die;’ which words speak certainly 
of a sin fully perpetrated; to which a full determination of 
mind to eat the forbidden fruit, which would have proceeded 
to act had it not been externally hindered, would have been 
equivalent. For support of the doctrine, which holds that 
man under the first covenant could have sinned venially, 
some passages are adduced from St. Austin, very apposite 
in my judgment, which you may read with the answers to 
the same in Thomas Aquinas. But I will not undertake this 
question, but rather leave it open, as not very necessary to 
determine. 

§ 20. It will be more to the reader’s purpose, I think, if 
we mect the abuse of the above-mentioned doctrine by 
suggesting some useful advice to him on the subject. We 
should ever remember the words of St. Bernard hereupon: 
“ Venial sins are not deemed criminal, except when by con- 
tempt they are turned into custom and habit;” and afterwards, 
“The pride of the scorner and the obstinacy of the impenitent 
make no small fault in the matter of the least command- 
ments, and change a slight blemish of simple transgression 
into a crime of grievous rebellion.” Wherefore the doctrine 
of certain Roman Catholics is to be abhorred, who fearlessly 
affirm that. aman can, without the guilt of a grievous offence, 
commit venial sins in the way of contempt: we must rather 
hold, on the other hand, that all sin is mortal to him who does 
not earnestly labour to escape all sin. 

§ 21. Thesis seventh. Herein is seen the great indulgence 
of the Gospel, that it promises, on condition of repentance, the 
pardon of all sins, even the most grievous, whether committed 
before or after grace received ; but this repentance, as regards 
the greater sins, which are called ‘mortal,’ must be exact, and 
perfectly worked out. This thesis, though it may not seem 
absolutely necessary to our purpose, yet I thought should be 
added, because by its addition we shall present the reader 
with a full view of the Gospel covenant (at least as far as is 
possible within the limits of this little Dissertation). The 
threatening then of the law of Christ, by which eternal death 
is denounced on certain definite sins, is not at once peremp- 
tory and absolute in effect, but of debt only; i. e. though 
a man who has been once involved in any of those sins, is 
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necessarily liable by the law of Christ to eternal death, it srric. 
does not necessarily follow that he must die; for here comes V1! 
in to his aid the grace of the Gospel, in which repentance is 
held out as a second plank after shipwreck. Now there are 
three propositions contained in this last thesis: 1. that in 
the Gospel the forgiveness of all sins, even the most grievous, 
is promised to those who truly repent; 2. that this for- 
giveness extends itself even to the heavier sins, which are 
committed after the grace of the Gospel has been received ; 
3. that this condition is required in repentance of mortal 
sins, that it be exact, and perfectly worked out. The first 
proposition we need have little anxiety to prove, as it is 
allowed by all Christians: the second was formerly denied 
by the Novatians; and to this day Christians who have fallen 
into sin are too frequently in doubt respecting it, so that it 
may be worth while to support it by a few words. 

§ 22. That hope of pardon still remains for those who 
after their first turning to God go back into great and 
grievous sins, and that they can be restored afresh by peni- 
tence and repentance, may be proved by many arguments. 
Ist, in the Old Testament is the well-known passage of the 
prophet Jeremiah preaching the Gospel under the Law, Jer. 
3. 1, 2, 7, 12, 18, 14, 22, where God through the prophet— 
after His people with whom He had entered into a gracious 
covenant, and whom He had bound to Himself by the 
greatest kindnesses, had fallen into the sin of grievous and 
oft-repeated idolatry—exhorts them by many arguments and 
in wondrous way to repentance, or rather allures them by 
assuring them of the hope of pardon, and promising the 
healing of all their backslidings. 2ndly, in the New Testa- 
ment there is the clear and universally extending announce- 
ment of St. John the Apostle concerning the sins of 
Christians committed after faith and baptism; “My little 
children, these things write I unto you, that ye sin not. And 
if any man sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus 
Christ the righteous: and He is the propitiation for our 
sins ;’ where it is plain enough that the Apostle speaks of 
the more grievous and the more properly called sins; and 
that even from the conditional particles or phrase of uncer- 
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otherwise, had he meant sins to which the best men in this 
life are lable, of which St. James says, “In many things we 
offend all.” So that the meaning of the Apostle is clear; I 
exhort you my sons, now cleansed by the baptism of repent- 
ance, to take all pains, lest ye fall back into your old sins: 
but if any of you have fallen into any such grievous sin, let 
him not cast away all hope, for we have an advocate, &c. 

§ 23. 3rdly, the same is proved by the express commands 
of repentance in the New Testament made to Christians who 
have fallen grievously ; which would be to no purpose, were 
there no hope of pardon for them on their repenting. Of 
this kind is the injunction of our Lord, “ Remember there- 
fore from whence thou art fallen, and repent, and do the 
first works: or else I will come unto thee quickly, and will 
remove thy candlestick out of his place, except thou repent.” 

But most worthy of attention are our Saviour’s words in 
the same chapter to the Angel of the Church of Thyatira, 
“ Notwithstanding I have a few things against thee, because 
thou sufferest that woman Jezebel, which calleth herself a 
prophetess, to teach and to seduce My servants to commit 
fornication, and to eat things sacrificed unto idols, and I 
gave her space to repent of her fornication and she repented 
not. Behold I will cast her into a bed, and them that commit 
adultery with her into great tribulation, except they repent 
of their deeds.” Here some ancients think that this Jezebel 
was a certain woman, the wife of a bishop, who by her forni- 
cation and perverse doctrine drew many in the Church of 
Thyatira to impiety. Others (and more rightly in my judg- 
ment) understand Jezebel mystically as the Gnostic party, 
those monsters of men, who by their dreadful doctrine of a 
lawful fornication, and of eating things offered to idols, against 
the express decree of the Apostles, and by the detestable 
practice of these crimes, had defiled the virgin Church of 
Christ newly espoused to Him by the Apostles. Now this is 
either way equally to our purpose. For Ist, it is evident 
that this Jezebel had perpetrated these deeds after receiving 
the faith of Christ, smce she is said to have usurped the office 
of teaching and prophesying in the Church of Thyatira. 
2ndly, the crimes were enormous, into which this monster 
in the form of Christianity had cast herself, viz. fornication, 
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adultery, idolatry. 8rdly, these most grievous sins she not STRIC. 
only perpetrated herself, but she was the author of others? V1! 
doing them; and that too by defending them as lawful, and 

as not prohibited by any command of Christ; which was 

the height of impiety. 4thly, yet to this Jezebel with her 
associates was time given by her most merciful Lord to 

repent of these sins; consequently there is no doubt He 

would not have denied them the pardon of their crimes, if 

they had repented. 5thly, after they had long abused the 
long-suffermg of God, and had strengthened themselves in 

their sins against the warnings of Christ through His servants, 

(O the mercy of our Saviour, never to be enough magnified !) 

the Lord denounces destruction on them, not by a peremp- 

tory edict, but with this exception, “except they repent 

from their works.” Perhaps no passage from the Scrip- 

tures could be brought forward more apposite than this 
against the Novatian heresy: see however 2 Cor. 12. 21. and 

Gal G6: 1. 

§ 24. 4thly. This is confirmed by the examples of David, 1 Cor. 5.1, 
Peter, and the incestuous Christian. Lastly, this truth Seach 
which our Lord has taught us by promises and examples, 2 Cor. 2.6. 
He has also sealed by a Sacrament. For Christ hath in- 
stituted two Sacraments in His Church, Baptism, and His 
Holy Supper, and both to seal the forgiveness of our sins. 

Of Baptism, that it is instituted for the forgiveness of sins, 

no one doubts: of the cup also in the Lord’s Supper, the 

Lord Himself hath said that it is His “blood of the New Mat. 26. 
Testament, shed for the remission of sins.” Hence the ee 
Catholic Church in her prayers at the altar, prays for the 
forgiveness of sins on account of the merit of the sacrifice of 

Christ commemorated in the Eucharist. Thus the most 
ancient Liturgy, “and send Thy Holy Spirit upon this in Consti- 
sacrifice, the Witness of the sufferimgs of the Lord Jesus ; to ae 
make this bread the Body of Thy Christ, and this cup the 

Blood of Thy Christ, that they who partake of it may be 
strengthened unto godliness, obtain forgiveness of sins,” &c. 

In the same way all the Liturgies. To what purpose, you 

will say, is all this? Forsooth, that as by Baptism all sins, 
committed before the grace of the Gospel has been received, 

are washed away, so in the Lord’s Supper is sealed to those 

N 2 


180 Thesis seventh. 


sSTRIC. who truly repent the forgiveness of all sims which are com- 


XVII. 


mitted after baptism and regeneration. 

§ 25. Against this plain truth, the Novatians of old 
brought forward two passages, Heb. 6. 4,5, 6; 10. 26, 27, &c., 
but these passages prove nothing for.them. For Ist, they 
plainly speak not of any sins committed after baptism, albeit 
the most grievous; but of total apostacy or defection from 
Christianity. Hence in the former passage these apostates 
are said to “crucify the Lord afresh, and put Him to an 
open shame,” &c., i. e. they declare Him as an impostor, and 
deserving of the cross, and consequently they count all His 
religion as a mere imposture: and in the latter passage they 
are said “to trample under foot the Son of God; to count 
the blood of the covenant wherewith they were sanctified, an 
unholy thing, and to do despite to the Spirit of grace.” 2ndly, 
as regards these dreadful apostates, it is certaim, if they 
repent, that they will obtain pardon of their sins; to which 
end, in a former passage, the author of the Epistle says that 
it is impossible to ‘renew’ these deserters of Christianity 
‘again to repentance :’ plainly intimating, that if they could 
repent again they might return into God’s favour. 3rdly. 
Lastly, the most learned interpreters think that it is by no 
means an absolute impossibility for such apostates to repent, 
of whom the inspired writer is here speaking. For often in 
Scripture a thing which is very difficult is called ‘impossible,’ 
as Matt. 19. 23—26; Gal. 4. 15, and elsewhere. The truth 
is, that the more grievously men sin, the more difficult is it 
to do well: and where so great grace has been despised, so 
that it has no power to bridle and restrain a man’s will, there 
a recovery is most difficult, nay, almost impossible. For it 
can only be effected by inducement; but the greatest induce- 
ments have already been despised by such an apostate. For 
what inducement can there be in this life, more noble, or 
more excellent than illumination, the tasting of the good 
word &c.? Meanwhile all this is no obstacle against the 
recovery even of such an apostate by the extraordinary 
grace of God. But all these things, though they are a 
comfort to those who have fallen grievously, and are in 
earnest in returning to God, yet by no means lend support to 
the impiety of those Christians who, turning the great grace 
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of God into lasciviousness, give the rein to grievous sins, STRIC. 
relying on the presumption that they will hereafter repent *Y1L_ 
of the same, and obtain pardon of them. The madness of 

such men is extreme; for although pardon in the Gospel is 
promised to the fallen on repentance, yet no where is either 

grace or time promised them for performing a meet repent- 

ance. ‘To those especially our Lord usually denies this grace 

who presume most in expecting it. 

§ 26. The third proposition remains to be set forth by us 
briefly. Repentance, which is required in the Gospel for 
mortal sins, carries this condition with it, that it be exact, 
and perfectly worked out. In the first place, as mortal sins 
are of themselves grievous, and in the course of a Christian 
life are more rare and extraordinary: so the repentance, Ps. 51. 
which is necessarily required for their expurgation, ought to be ae 
especial, more exact, and extraordinary. Next, the repent- 38. 2 Cor. 
ance necessary for the remission of mortal sins, and for the ees 
salvation of those who commit them, ought to be perfectly 
worked out, i. e. it ought to go out into a real and actual cessa- 
tion from all sins of this kind; forsooth, that would not be a Prov. 28. 
mortal sin, in which a man might persist without the loss of a 
salvation. But repentance required for the forgiveness of 
venial sins, need not necessarily be carried out in every 
action. For even the best men can live, and die too, with 
such kind of sins. I add, that this cessation ought to be not 
only from act, but also from affection of every mortal sin: 
and that the very habit of sin must be shaken and cast out. 

Would that they who trust in what is called a death-bed 
repentance, would consider this seriously before it is too late, 
who are persuaded that they can, on their dying bed, and 
almost at the very point of death, perform a repentance 
meet for mortal sins! These men would not be charged with 
such folly, if (as the generality of them dream) the ex- 
clamation, “ Have mercy on me, O God,” a thousand times 
repeated, or the dropping of a few tears forced out by terror 
of approaching death, or lastly the absolution sought by way 
of custom from a priest too indulgent and too flattering to 
the wretched soul,’ sufficed for repentance from mortal 
sin, and even for the forgiveness of the same. But saving 
repentance is a far different thing. The sacred oracles cry 
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STRIC. out that the old man must be put off, mortified; that the 

_XVI. flesh must be crucified with its affections ; ‘this is the labour, 
this the work ;” a work indeed, which, within the space of 
a few hours, can scarcely, nay cannot (except by a miracle of — 
Divine grace, scarce to be expected by the despisers of so 
great grace) be performed by a man infirm and languishing, 
and unfit for all the common purposes of life. On the whole 
then it comes tothis. The very least that is such, (as they say,) 
or lowest degree of righteousness, which is absolutely required 
for salvation from us in the Gospel, is that sooner or later, 
some time at least before we depart from this life, we rid our- 
selves of all sin on which eternal death is denounced by the 
Gospel, from all the works of the flesh enumerated by St. Paul 
in the passage above quoted, Gal. 5. 19, 20, 21; and to bring 
forth the fruits of the Holy Spirit contrary to those mentioned 
in the same place ver. 22, 23. Whosoever dies not in this 
state of righteousness, dies eternally. Hard as this saying 
may appear to the dissolute age wherein we live, it is never- 
theless most true, unless truth itself deceive us. God grant 
that we think betimes on what is of so great moment to our 
salvation ! 


STRICTURE XVIII. 


ON IE  DISS.-vui. -§ 140.9% 


Here I say that the words ‘in the sight of God’ in the 
Apostle’s conclusion Rom. 3. 20, are added as significant 
and emphatic ; “ because the law had a certain justification 
peculiar to itself before men, which was effectual in procuring 
earthly happiness, but not the kingdom of heaven.” Then 
to confirm this observation, I quote the words of the author 
of the Commentaries which are attributed to St. Ambrose, as 
an excellent explanation. “It is true that no man is justified 
by the law, but this is in the sight of God; for he is justified 
in the sight of the world so as to be safe in this life. But if he 
would be justified before God, he must follow the faith of God ; 
otherwise though he be safe here, he will be guilty hereafter.” 
You underline these words with the remark “ This excellent 
explanation is nonsense.” 


supported by St. Ambrose and St. Augustine. 188 
ANSWER TO STRICTURE XVIII. 


Every where you are consistent, and every where you betray ST RIC. 
the same arrogance. Every thing that has been said by any aN 
author, ever so ancient, and in other respects of great 
authority in the Church, is nonsense and trifling, if it does 
not exactly correspond with your own trifimg. Yet, most 
egregious trifler, this saying of our ancient writer, which I 
have judged most excellent, you nonsense, is supported by 
the voice of nearly all the ancients. Thus writes the real 
St. Ambrose'. “The law, according to the Apostle, is the in Ps. 118. 
schoolmaster of children, till we come to the riper age of °°" !* 
perfect faith. Now in the law there are commands, judg- 
ments, testimonies, precepts of righteousness. Whence the 
Apostle says, ‘ the law is not of faith, but the man who doeth 
it shall live in it.’ But as he says above, that ‘no one is justified 
by the law,’ you see that the justification of the law is a type, 
and an image, not the truth. In truth, then, no one is 
justified by the law unto perfection ; in type he is justified.” 

Nay, St. Austin himself (who seems to be the only one of [vol. iii. 
the fathers you value) teaches expressly the same as our ra 
author. ‘‘'The law is not of faith, but the man that doeth tom. iv. 
them shall hve in them.’ He says not, ‘The man that doeth ed 
it? shall live in it: that you may understand that the law Gal. 3. 
stands here for the works themselves. Now they who lived 
in these works, feared, if they did them not, that they should 
be stoned or crucified, or otherwise put to death. Therefore 
he says, ‘The man that doeth them shall live in them:’ 1. e. 
he shall have his reward, in not being punished with death.” 
And a little after, “ He who is not justified at all, neither 
keeps those things which have a temporal reward annexed, 
nor those which have an eternal reward annexed. He who is 
justified by the works of the law, is not justified in the sight 
of God, because he expects thence a visible and temporal 
reward. Yet there is in this, as I said, a certain (so to speak) 
earthly and carnal righteousness. For the Apostle else- 
where calls it righteousness, when he says, ‘Touching the 
righteousness of the law, I lived blameless.’” But more of 
this presently. 

1 Tom. ii. p. 464. Colon. Agrip. 1616. [vol. i. p. 1124—5.] 
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STRICTURE XIX. 
ON II. DISS. viii. § 15. p. 94. 


Here the first argument which the Apostle uses to shew 
that justification did not appertain to the law of Moses,—the 
want, viz., of a true and eternal forgiveness, which that law 
could not grant,—after having been discussed at length in all 
its parts, is summed up at last in this syllogism. 

“At the judgment-seat of God, no man can be justified by 
the law of Moses, who is guilty of those sins for which no 
remission is provided at that judgment-seat by that law : 

“ But all, both Jews and Greeks, are guilty of those sins 
for which no remission is provided at that judgment-seat by 
the law of Moses: 

“Therefore no man, Jew or Greek, can be justified by the 
law of Moses, at the judgment-seat of God.” Against this, 
with sufficient self-conceit, and your usual vehemence, you 
thus inveigh. “ Away with your syllogism, the monstrous 
product of your own brain, of which neither the major premiss 
nor the minor premiss, nor conclusion, is to be found in the 
Apostle’s words. I repeat till I am hoarse, that St. Paul’s 
conclusion is, that no one is justified by the works of the law, 
because the law convicts every one of sin, from the guilt of 
which no following works of obedience deliver any man: but 
a man is justified by faith apart from works, through the re- 
demption of Jesus Christ. Open your eyes, and see the differ- 
ence between St. Paul’s conclusion and your own invention.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XIX. 


§ 1. The syllogism which you call the monstrous product 
of my brain, the ancients, and among them St. Austin, 
attributed to St. Paul, as I have just shewn by clear proofs. 
But as I see you quite despise the authority of the ancients, 
whenever it opposes your preconceived opinions, I will put 
aside this weapon, (which Catholics and sober-minded men 
alone regard,) and will endeavour to storm your obstinacy by 
arguments drawn from the matter itself. These arguments, 
however, I have already briefly and summarily brought for- 
ward in my Dissertations: and consequently they can only 
be repeated here, with fresh light thrown upon them, and 
fortified and vindicated from your attacks. What I have to 
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prove is this, that the Apostle, when he says that no sinner ST RIC. 
can be justified by the law of Moses, does not use this argu- ce 
ment for it, viz. that that law demands as a condition of 
justification the most perfect and absolute righteousness, 
such as no man can perform, even through the grace of God 
given in the Gospel; but rests on an entirely different 
ground: viz. that in this law (under the view in which it is 
being considered by him) no true justification at all, or for- 
giveness of sins, looking beyond this life, is granted on any 
condition whatsoever. That this reasoning is entirely the 
Apostle’s own production, not a prodigy of my brain, is 
proved by these arguments. 

§ 2. In the first place, the Apostle plainly and avowedly 
uses this argument in his well-known speech to the Jews, too 
often quoted by me: “ Be it known unto you therefore, men Acts 13. 
and brethren, that through this man is preached unto you por ey 
the forgiveness of sins; and by Him, all that believe are 
justified from all things, from which ye could not be justified 
by the law of Moses.” Where I have observed, that the 
Apostle teaches two things; viz., that not only forgiveness 
(Gi. e. spiritual, which the law did not grant at all) of sins is 
announced through Jesus; but also that in Him the believer 
is justified from all things, from which a man could not 
be justified by the law of Moses (even after the flesh); and 
hence the Apostle infers, that justification is not to be sought 
in the law of Moses, but that we must fly to another covenant 
of fuller mercy, viz. the covenant established in the blood of 
Jesus Christ, &c.; both of which inferences are thus plainly 
gathered from this passage. For when the Apostle says that 
every one who believes in Christ’s Gospel is through Him 
justified from all sins, and that universal forgiveness of such 
sins cannot be obtained by the law of Moses, it is quite plain 
that the Apostle here views the law of Moses in a carnal and 
literal sense, as opposed to the Gospel. And it is certain 
that the law of Moses viewed in this light not only granted 
not remission of every sin, (inasmuch as it punished the most 
grievous sins, idolatry, murder, adultery, &c., with death 
without mercy or pardon,) but no true remission of any sin 
whatever, i. e. no such remission as appertained to the 
tribunal of God and a future life. That this imterpretation . 
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of mine is most true, you yourself could not deny; but I 
wish the reader to observe, how you meanwhile evade the 
force of my argument. You write thus in your notes on this 
very chapter: “St. Paul in his speech to the Jews, shews 
them how great need they had, who were clinging too much 
to the shell of the law, and flattering themselves in its 
shadow, to seek righteousness out of the law, and take refuge 
in Christ the end and perfection of the law; and on the 
ground that the law prescribed no sacrifices for the purging 
them of certain sins, the penalty of which was death, he 
proves that the people had need of a better means of pro- 
pitiation, if they would not perish in their sins. From the 
ordinances of the law of Moses, he proves the need of Christ 
as a Saviour. Well. But in the Epistle to the Romans he is 
aiming at something else: he contends that no one is justi- 
fied by works, but by faith in Christ. What can I say of 
him who affirms that St. Paul is urging the same pomt in 
both cases? what to think, I know; what to say, I know 
not. I check myself for moderation’s sake.” I answer: 
What you either think or say of me, O most moderate man, 
who yet are by no means sparing of ill words in these Stric- 
tures of yours, I care little; nor (to tell you the truth) have 
I that respect for your judgment. And he who affirms that 
St. Paul in both cases (both in his speech to the Jews, told 
by St. Luke, Acts 18, and in his Epistles to the Romans and 
Galatians also) is urging the same point, does not say so 
without the authority of the greatest men, nor without the 
plaimest reason. For firstly, the most learned interpreters are 
almost agreed, that the passage, Acts 13. 38, 39, is the fittest 
key to the meaning of all St. Paul’s argument on justification 
in the Epistles to the Romans and the Galatians. Hence not 
only our own Hammond, but even Calvin concluded from 
that passage (as we observed above) that the word ‘justifica- 
tion’? in St. Paul’s Epistles was taken in a forensic sense, 
and signified ‘acquittal from sins,’ or ‘remission of sins.’ 
Hence they hesitated not to say that that passage comprised 
in the fewest words the whole of the Gospel announced by 
St. Paul, and asserted against the Jews. Next, the agree- 
ment of this passage with St. Paul’s argument in his Epistles 
is plain enough, whether you regard the words themselves or 
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the scope of the Apostle. In both places it is affirmed that sTRIC. 
he who believes is justified, or that a man is justified Dyes 
faith ; in both it is denied that any one is justified by the 

law; in both places St. Paul is opposing the same adver- 

saries, the Jews and Judaizing Christians: in both, lastly, 

he has the same end before him ; viz. to drive the Jews, who 

did not yet believe, from seeking justification in the law of — 
Moses, and excite them to embrace the grace of the Gospel ; 

and to persuade the Judaizing Christians to acquiesce in the 

grace of the Gospel received, as sufficient to their salvation 
without the addition of the law of Moses. Why then should 

we not hold that St. Paul is urging the same point in both 

cases, and using the same arguments ? 

§ 3. The same argument also (as is agreed by all inter- 
preters ancient and modern) is insisted on by the divine 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, teaching that the 
sacrifices enjoined in the law “could not make him that did Heb. 9. 9. 
the service perfect as pertaining to the conscience ;” 1. e. 
they could not deliver him from imternal and eternal guilt 
in the sight of God, but profited only to “the purifying of ver. 13. 
the flesh;” 1. e. so that the outward man should be freed 
from pain and death of the body. And to this also is to 
be referred what the inspired writer hath elsewhere said 
in fuller terms; viz., that they could expect no perfection ch. 7. 11. 
from the Aaronic priesthood, i. e. from sacrifices offered by 
those priests; that the law rendered nothing perfect; that ver. 19. 
the law could not make the comers to it, 1. e. "those who ch. 10. 1. 
observed the worship prescribed in it, perfect. For in all 
these passages it is evident that full and perfect absolu- 
tion from all sins, even the most grievous, is imphed. As 
I reflect on these things, I cannot enough wonder at the 
barefacedness of my Censurer, who so doggedly denies that 
St. Paul has any where used these arguments in his dis- 
cussions on justification. For most divines think that the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews is St. Paul himself: 
while they who think otherwise, all confess that the author 
of the Epistle (whoever he was, whether St. Luke, Clement, 
or Barnabas, or any one else) was a contemporary and inti- 
mate friend of St. Paul, and so best knew his meaning. 
Lastly, it is most evident that that author aims at the same 
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object which St. Paul has in his Epistles to the Romans and 
the Galatians, and this we just now said was both to excite 
unbelieving Jews to embrace the grace of the Gospel, as 
entirely and absolutely necessary for them; and more espe- 
cially to persuade the Judaizing Christians to acquiesce in 
the grace of the Gospel received, as sufficient for their salva- 
tion. But what is more improbable than that St. Paul in 
his Epistles to the Romans and Galatians, arguing against 
justification by the law, should never have used the argu- 
ment which is nearly the only one put forward in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, either by St. Paul himself, or at 
least by some writer intimately allied with St. Paul, treating 
the same question ? 

§ 4. But to put the matter beyond dispute, I will bring 
some passages from the Epistles to the Romans and the 
Galatians, and these from the very heart of St. Paul’s argu- 
ments, which most plainly rest on the supposition that no 
true justification, jomed with the gift of eternal life, is given 
or promised by the law of Moses. In the fourth chapter of 
the Epistle to the Romans, ver. 13, 14, 16, the Apostle argues 
against justification by the law thus: “For the promise 
that he should be the heir of the world was not to Abraham 
or to his seed through the law, but through the righteous- 
ness of faith. For if they who are of the law be heirs, faith 
is made void, and the promise made of none effect.—There- 
fore it (the inheritance) is of faith, that it might be by grace, 
to the end that the promise might be sure to all the seed: 
not to that only which is of the law, but to that also which 
is of the faith of Abraham, who is the father of us all.” 
Here the Apostle teaches expressly, that the promise of the 
inheritance, viz. of heaven, was not made to Abraham and 
his seed through the law, but through the righteousness of 
faith; and that on this account, because, if that inheritance 
had depended on the law, the promise made to Abraham, 
long before the law of Moses, would have been vain. By this 
argument also he proves that ‘the promise’ was not made 
through the law, but through faith, or the Gospel; (which, 
before the law, was preached to Abraham, and remained valid 
under the law, and was shadowed out even in the law itself :) 
because otherwise that promise would not have been firm to 
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the whole seed of Abraham, Jews as well as Gentiles, but tos TRICc. 
the Jews only; for to them alone was the law of Moses *~U_ 
given. Whence it is most evident that the Apostle argued not 
of any covenant or law of works (as it is called) which per- 
tained to all the sons of Adam, Jews and Gentiles, and which 
bound them to some most absolute and so impossible righte- 
ousness under the promise of eternal life, and threatening of 
eternal death, (as you and most of the modern divines have 
dreamed,) but only of the law of Moses, as far as it was given 
to the Jews only; and that he denied to this law not justifica- 
tion of any kind, but full and perfect justification only, i. e. 
justification accompanied with the gift of eternal life; q.e. d. 

§ 5. But the same Apostle explains this more at length and 
more clearly too in the third chapter of the Epistle to the 
Galatians, where in ver. 18 he teaches that the inheritance, 
viz. of eternal life and heavenly happiness, by no means comes 
of the law, but of the old promise concerning Christ, made to 
Abraham before the law, 1.e. of the Gospel: so that the sense 
is plain, that the law of Moses, viewed literally, was never set 
forth by God as the law or covenant of eternal life. Which the 
Apostle having said, proceeds to meet the objection ver. 19, 
“Wherefore then serveth the law?” 1. e. if it were not given as 
a covenant of life and eternal salvation, to what end wasit? He 
answers, “‘it was added because of transgressions ;” 1. e. 1t was 
added to the promise on account of the transgressions, viz., 
of the Jewish people to whom it was given: i. e. because the 
posterity of Abraham, recently brought out of Egypt, (where 
they had associated with impious men and idolaters,) and 
thence vehemently addicted not only to the vices, but also to 
the rites and superstitions of the heathen, they needed such 
a law to keep them in their duty, but most especially to pre- 
serve them from the idolatrous worship of the heathen. This 
is the plain meaning of the Apostle; nor are all the theories 
of most modern divines any thing to the purpose. Conse- 
quently we find this end of the giving of the law of Moses is 
acknowledged by the most ancient Christian writers, who 
flourished in the first generation after the Apostles, and had 
therefore derived their divinity from the immediate disciples pial. cum 
of the Apostles. Thus Justin Martyr: “For the sins of /yP> 
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of such offerings, did He ordain these things.” And again 
in the same Dialogue: “For the hardness of the heart of 
your people ye perceive that God through Moses ordaimed 
these things unto you, that by means of these many ordi- 
nances ye might in every action ever have your God before 
your eyes; and not begin to act injuriously or impiously.” 
In like manner Ireneus: “If therefore even in the New 
Testament we find the Apostles giving some precepts im the 
way of allowance, we must not wonder, if in the Old Testa- 
ment also God would have the same thing done for the 
benefit of the people, allurmg them by the fore-mentioned 
observances, that through them at least they might observe 
the Decalogue, and so be kept from returning to idolatry and 
apostatizing from God.” ‘That Tertullian followed these I 
have already shewn in the Harmony, adducing a well-known 
passage of his, which I think may here be repeated. “ Let 
no one murmur against the burdens of sacrifices and the 
scrupulousnesses of performances and offerings, as though 
God really desired such things; whereas He plainly cries 
aloud, ‘lo what purpose are the multitude of your sacri- 
fices?? and ‘Who hath required this at your hands?’ but 
let him consider this a provision of God, whereby He would 
bind to His service a people prone to idolatry and such kind 
of transgression, by duties which were used in the supersti- 
tion™ of the age from which He would call them away, 
ordering them to be done to Him, as though He desired 
them, that they might not fall away to idolatry.” To 
which also has reference what Justin, Irenzeus, and others of 
the ancients observed, viz. that the ritual law was not given 
to the people of Israel before they had polluted themselves 
with the worship of the golden calf, and had so given a fair 
specimen of their disposition, and how much need they had 
of the fence of the law to prevent them from bursting forth 
again and again into idolatry, and at length dropping wholly 
from the service of the one true God. Thus Justin in the 
above-mentioned Dialogue: “ For, without the observance of 
the sabbath, all those before-named righteous men pleased 
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God, and after them Abraham and all his sons, even tosTRIC. 
Moses, in whose time your people making a calf in the —*!*._ 
wilderness shewed themselves unrighteous and ungrateful 
towards God. Wherefore God suiting Himself to that 
people, ordered them to perform sacrifices, as to His name, 
that ye might not be idolaters.” The same also saith 
Trenzeus": “For God at first, indeed, admonishing them by 
the natural precepts, which from the beginning He had im- 
planted in men, i. e. by the Decalogue, (without the fulfil- 
ment of which no man can be saved,) required nothing more 
from them; as Moses saith in Deuteronony, ‘These are all 
the words which the Lord spake to all the assembly of the 
sons of Israel in the mount, and He added nothing: and He 
wrote them on two tables of stone and gave them me,’ for 
this reason, that they who wished to follow Him should keep 
His precepts. But when they turned themselves to the 
making of a calf, and in their hearts turned back into 
Egypt, desirmg to be slaves instead of free men, they re- 
ceived for the future a servitude fitted to their desire, not 
cutting them off indeed from God, but ruling them with the 
yoke of slavery,” &c. And this observation is in matter of 
fact most true; for Moses, before he ascended into the 
mount, (about to tarry there for forty days,) had given to the 
people only the Decalogue, and some political laws, which are 
called ‘judgments,’ as we may see Exod. 24. 3, compared with 
ver. 9.°. And before Moses had come down from the mount, 
the Israelites had made a calf: and we may easily believe holy 
men taught by the disciples of the Apostles, when they say 
that there was a hidden mystery in all that was done. 

§ 6. But let us now proceed with our Apostle: who after 
having shewn the end for which the law of Moses was given, 
goes on in the same place to declare the mode of legislation, 
exactly corresponding to that end: “ The law,” saith he, “ was 
ordained by angels ;” i. e. by one angel—with whom ‘the 
Word,’ 6 Adyos, was present—pronouncing it in God’s name, 
and striking terror into the people with earthquake, storm, 
thunder, lightning, in the midst of attendant hosts, (cf. Acts 
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——— of a ‘mediator,’ viz. Moses, who interposed between God 
and the people. St. Paul adds, ver. 20, “ But a mediator is 
not a mediator of one;” where Grotius excellently admo- 
nishes “évds must be from neuter év, so that the meaning is, 
‘a mediator does not interpose between those who are at 
one, i. e. who agree well together ;? but God is one, i. e. ever 
like Himself; He changes not except when man changes. 
Wherefore unless many and grievous sins had intervened, 
God would have shewn Himself as propitious and friendly 
to the Israelites as He had shewn Himself of old to their 
ancestors ; nor at that time more than before would there : 
have been need of a mediator to interpose.” In the same 
way hath James Capel explained this passage, observing 
hereupon, “ But a mediator is not mediator of one party, 
but of two, and those disagreeing; when, therefore, Moses 
was a mediator between God and the people, he hereby 
witnesses that there was disagreement between these two 
parties. ‘ But God is one,’ always the same, ever consistent. 
The disagreement therefore is not of God, but must be 
counted to the changeableness of man.” And indeed this 
interpretation is plain and easy, and agrees with the object_of 
the Apostle ; while all the other interpretations are hard and 
forced, doing violence to the sense, and quite foreign to his 
purpose, as will appear immediately to any one who com- 
pares them. The Apostle goes on, ver. 21, meeting a new 
objection in these words: “Is the law therefore against the 
promises of God?” The question arises out of the preceding 
answer in this way: If the law were made by God on 
account of the transgressions of the Israelites, He being 
angry with them for their sins, shall we then confess that 
the law is opposed to the promise of God, made to that 
people, as the seed of Abraham: 1. e. that God, offended, had | 
changed His good purpose, and by making a law had cut off 
those gracious promises? First the Apostle casts away the 
objection as an abomination ; “God forbid!” says he: then 
he adds an answer in these words: “If there had been a law 
which could have given life, verily righteousness or justifica- 
tion should have been by the law.” The answer is plainly 
elliptical, and must be filled up in the following way; “and 
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then there would have been really a law contrary to the STRIC. 
promise ;” (such as would have set forth a way of obtaining ee 
life or justification, far other than that which had been rati- 

fied by promise ;) “but it is quite otherwise: the law cannot 

give life, and therefore not true justification.” Where it is 

plain that, “if there had been a law given which could have 

given life,” is the same as “if the inheritance be of the law,” 

above, ver. 18. Consequently ‘to give life’ is to give an ‘in- (woror4- 
heritance’ of heavenly and eternal life. But the law is said hen 
to ‘do’ or ‘ give’ what it promises, so that the meaning is, #@ 
“Tf the law had promised an inheritance of heavenly and 
eternal life.” In the following words, “verily righteousness 
should have been by the law,” the great emphasis of the word 

évTws, ‘verily,’ must be remarked. For the Apostle concedes 
(which is what we are maintaining) to the law its own ‘justifi- ducatwors 
cation,’ viz. that which brings with it temporal freedom from 
punishment, and consequently happiness, but he expressly 
denies dvtws é« vouovu eivar Sixacoovvny, that true justification 

(i. e. accompanied with the gift of a heavenly inheritance) 

can be obtained through the law. The Apostle subjoins, ver. 

22, “ But the Scripture hath concluded all under sin,” or in- 
volved them in sin; i. e. hath declared them concluded or 
involved. A man is said to be ‘concluded under sin’ or 
involved in sins, who is still bound by the guilt of sin; thus 

all were concluded under sin in the sight of God before 
Christ came, if you regard the law of Moses in itself: since 

it gave no true justification accompanied with the gift of a 
heavenly life or inheritance, (as the Apostle has just said). 

This benefit flowed from the promise given to those who ver. 22. 
believe in Jesus Christ. And that promise made more obscurely 

before the law, and veiled under the law, was revealed at 
length most openly in the Gospel, ver. 28. The sum of all 

is: The holy men even “under the law” were truly justified, 

yet not “by the law,” but “by the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ,’ Acts 15.11. He who does not see clearly from all 

these things that the Apostle is arguing against justification 

by the law, on the ground that in that law there is no true 
justification at all, or remission of sins, looking beyond this 

life, must be either plainly rid of his senses, or clogged with 
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§ 7. But let us hear what our Censurer has to bring 
against so clear an explanation of this passage. “ You affix,” 
says he, “a strange meaning to the Apostle’s words, which 
they do not naturally bear. The law, as far as it regards 
the covenant of works, could not give life, because no one has 
fulfilled the condition of the covenant.” Truly this meaning 
of our Aristarchus is so far from spontaneously flowing from 
the very words of the Apostle, that it does them most open 
violence; moreover it is diametrically opposed not only to 
the Apostle’s words but also to the aim and purpose (which is 
plain enough) of the whole context. For first, the phrase (as we 
have remarked) to ‘ give an inheritance’ or ‘life,’ as far as it 
is suited to the law, cannot mean any thing else than to 
promise inheritance or life; when then the Apostle denies 
that the law of Moses can give life, he means that life is not 
promised in that law. Next, what is more forced than this 
interpretation? the law was not able to give life to men, 1. e. 
the law was able to give life to men, but mankind itself was 
not able to receive it. Besides, the Apostle is speaking ex- 
pressly of the law as far as it was given by God, not as far as it 
was fulfilled or not fulfilled by man: “if there had been a 
law given which could have made alive, or given life.” Nay, 
says our Censurer, a law was indeed given by God, which if 
fulfilled could have given life. Is not this flat contradiction 
to the Apostle? Lastly, as regards the drift of the passage, 
the Apostle is proving that the law is not contrary to the 
promise, on the very ground that this law was not put forth 
or made by God as a law or covenant of life and eternal sal- 
vation ; consequently by bringing in a law, God by no means 
appointed any other or different way of obtaining salvation 
from that which he had before sanctioned in the promise 
made to Abraham, i. e. in the Gospel. The Apostle therefore 
is plainly speaking of the very nature or constitution of the 
law, not of its effect, which depended on man. 

§ 8. My Censurer confidently affirms that the law of 
which the Apostle is speaking in this passage, means the 
‘covenant of works.’ Now if ‘covenant of works’ be under- 
stood in the common sense of the phrase, (as it is evident it 
is understood by him,) he could not well have affirmed any 
thing more absurd. Divines commonly call ‘the covenant 
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of works’ that primeval or original law which was first made 
for mankind in their state of integrity, and which required 
of them most perfect and most absolute virtue, or conformity 
to the eternal law, which could be performed by the perfect 
powers of human nature unblemished, and aided by super- 
natural gifts, with a promise of immortality if they fulfilled 
that law, but with a threatening of eternal death if they 
declined in the least degree from it. They teach that this 
law continued even after the fall, and will remain so even to 
the end of the world: and that it binds all and every son of 
Adam, until they are freed from the bond of that obligation 
by faith in Christ our Redeemer. On this question I have 
stated my opinion, or rather the Catholic doctrine above, at 
some length. But that the Apostle in this chapter of his 
Epistle to the Galatians is not at all speaking of such a law 
or covenant, will be most plain from these considerations. 
In the first place, the Apostle is speaking of the law which 
was given to the Jews alone from Mount Sinai by Angels, 
Moses being the mediator, ver. 19, not therefore of a law which 
should bind the whole human race. Next, he is speaking 
expressly of a temporary law, which as it was not given till 
four hundred and thirty years after the promise was made to 
Abraham, so was it not to have longer duration than till the 
coming of the ‘ promised seed,’ i. e. Christ; ver. 17, 19, 25; 
he was not therefore thinking of a perpetual law, coeval with 
mankind, and meant to endure to the end of the world. 
Lastly, the Apostle is speaking most plainly in this chapter 
of a less perfect law, which God in His infinite wisdom gave 
and suited like a schoolmaster to the Jews, as boys and minors, 
ver. 23, 24, 25, compared with ch. 4. ver. 1, 2, 3. Therefore 
it is certain that he is speaking not of a law requiring most 
absolute virtue, such as we have described. In good sooth, a 
law which would be satisfied with nothing short of the 
righteousness of Paradise, would have admirably suited an 
ignorant and carnal people, just emerged from the ignorance 
of Egypt. 

§ 9. But, you will say, does not the New Testament every 
where cry out as to the great severity and rigour of the law 
of Moses in exacting obedience? is not that law here called 
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it is evident that in these places the moral law is most espe- 
cially regarded, which enjoined very many, and those most 
grievous precepts on the Jews, so scrupulously to be observed 
that the violation of even the least of them required an 
atonement. Certainly it is evident that the law was more 
indulgent to the Jews in exacting morality. Whence it 
allowed polygamy, and liberty of divorcement, for other 
causes than for adultery ; nor does it seem to have been sin 
in any one to have made use of this right, provided he did 
not exceed the bounds of moderation. As to polygamy, it is 
plain; unless indeed we must believe (not to mention other 
arguments) that the most holy and the wisest men under the 
law were either utterly ignorant of God’s will in a matter of 
so great moment, or else lived in sin against their consciences 
for many years, and even went on until death without re- 
pentance. In this as in other matters, however, so unanimous 
and undeviating is the opinion of Catholic doctors that the law 
of Christ was ‘an extension of and addition to the precepts’ (of 
Moses), érritacw Kat mpocOnKnv éevTod@v, as says St. Chrysos- 
tom, that it would be the height of ignorance or irreverence 
to question it. Herein then was seen the rigour and severity 
of the law of Moses, in that it required so strictly the obsery- 
ance of so many and so grievous ceremonies. Truly by that 
‘yoke which could not be borne,’ of which mention is made 
in the passage quoted, Acts 15. 10, it is plain that the ritual 
law of Moses is meant, because it was only about circumcision, 
and the other ceremonies of the Mosaic law, being put upon 
the Gentiles, who had embraced the faith of Christ, that 
there was any question in the Council held at Jerusalem. 
In the same sense the well-known passage Rom. 4. 15, seems 
to me to speak. “For the law worketh wrath; for where 
there is no law, there is no transgression.” For although it 
is most true that the law of nature was in many things 
elucidated by the law of Moses, and therefore after that law 
was given, many sins committed against morality were seen 
more palpably, and thence deserved severer punishment ; 
yet it would seem that the Apostle here had especial refer- 
ence to those numberless merely positive precepts of the 
Mosaic law about rites and ceremonies, which were most 
rigorously imposed on the Jews. For of these only is that 
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declaration of the Apostle exactly true, “where no law is, sTRIC. 
there is no transgression.” Most especially was this exact- _*!*: 
ness of the ritual law of Moses suited to the childish state of 

the Jews. For the childishness of the Jews was seen in that 

they were wanton, wilful, and prone to idolatrous rites, to 
which they had been accustomed in Egypt; consequently 

those ‘ troublesome scrupulousnesses’ of manifold ceremonies 

(as Tertullian speaks) were obliged to be rigidly imposed on 

them, that by being occupied and kept in them, they might 

be drawn away from idolatry, which consisted chiefly in such 

kind of rites. 

§ 10. I think I have now abundantly proved that the 
Apostle’s argument, in the Epistles to the Romans and 
Galatians, against justification by the law of Moses, is by no 
means founded on the supposition that that law required 
the most absolute and even impossible virtue as the condition 
of justification, but rests on a totally opposite foundation, 
viz. that in the law of Moses, viewed literally, there is set 
forth no true justification or forgiveness of sins, pointing 
beyond this life. It remains to answer, a by-no-means con- 
temptible objection, adduced by you elsewhere. The objec- 
tion is this: It is evident from many passages of St. Paul, 
especially in his Epistle to the Romans, that the Mosaic law 
is often taken by him im a spiritual sense, inasmuch as it 
both prescribed spiritual righteousness, and promised true 
justification accompanied with the gift of eternal life. Thus 
the law is called by St. Paul “ spiritual, holy .and good,” 
Rom. 7. 12, 14; and “ the commandment unto life,” ver. 10. 
The Apostle also says that “the law is established by faith,” 
Rom. 38. last verse, which things cannot be said of the law 
taken literally and in a carnal sense, &c. I answer in the 
words of Dionysius the celebrated Bishop of Alexandria, Athan.vol. 


quoted by Athanasius: “The blessed Apostle in his Epistle ee acen 


to the Romans said, ‘ the law is spiritual:’ and ‘the law is [De gyn. 
holy’ and ‘the commandment holy, and just and good:’ and nT5B 
a little after, ‘for that which was impossible to the law, in 
that it was weak :’ while to the Hebrews he wrote, ‘the law 
hath made no man perfect:’ also to the Galatians, ‘by the 
law is no man justified To Timothy he said that ‘the law 


is good, if ‘any one use it lawfully. And let no one 
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STRIC. charge the Apostle with writing contraries and contra- 
Sie dictories, but rather admire the way in which he adapts 
himself to the wants of all whom he addresses: that the 
Romans and others might learn to turn from the letter to 
the Spirit; and that the Hebrews and Galatians might be 
instructed not to hope in the law, but in the Lord, who gave 
the law.” From this testimony it is evident that the 
ancients thought, 1st, that the expression 6 vdyos, ‘the law, 
was used by St. Paul in different senses. 2ndly, that the law 
is taken in two ways in St. Paul’s Epistles, according to the 
letter, and according to the spirit; i. e. as far as it was the 
Gospel lying hid under the old figures, and veiled with cere- 
monies, explained to a certain extent and suitably to the 
time by Moses himself (especially in Deuteronomy) ; displayed 
more clearly by succeeding prophets (as seemed good to 
Divine Wisdom) ; lastly, set forth most fully and in the clearest 
light by Christ and His Apostles: (that third view of the law, 
in which it marks a covenant of works, as distinct from the 
Gospel, such as I have described above, was wholly unknown 
to the Fathers: it was reserved for their too sharp-sighted 
posterity to see the phantom). 38rdly, all those elogiums 
which are attributed to the law, viz. that it is ‘ spiritual, 
holy,’ &c., belong to it so far as it is viewed spiritually, or in 
relation to the Gospel. 4thly, as often as St. Paul denies 
justification to the law, the law is understood literally. For 
Dionysius adduces those passages, “by the law is no man 
justified,” and “that which was impossible to the law in that it 
was weak,” and “the law hath made no man perfect,” as 
parallel passages. 5thly, that the Apostle speaks equi- 
vocally ; 1. e. speaks of the law, at one time as spiritual, at 
another as carnal and literal, in accordance with the sense 
of those to whom and for whose sake he wrote the Epistles ; 
and this indeed is most true. For St. Paul sometimes takes 
the law spiritually, especially in the Epistle to the Romans, 
that the Jews and Judaizing Christians, living at Rome, 
might learn to turn from the letter to the spirit. For 
although the Jews generally acquiesced in that outward 
righteousness which was prescribed by the letter of the law, 
yet they were thus blind on purpose: since Moses first, (as we 
Just now said,) then the prophets more clearly, shewed them 
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the spiritual righteousness, which would alone avail to salva- ST RIC. 
tion; and so the Apostle with justice condemns them as — =: 
guilty of mortal sin in God’s sight, for being proud of the 
external righteousness of the law: when meanwhile they 

utterly neglected the spiritual righteousness, veiled indeed 

in the law, but from other sources sufficiently revealed to 

them. But when the Apostle denies justification to the law, 

the law is understood literally, and that again suitably. For 

here was a principal and capital error of the Jews; that they 

sought true justification accompanied with the gift of eternal 

life, or remission, in the letter of the law, i. e. in the cere- 
monies and sacrifices prescribed by the law: nay, those of the 

Jews who were not ignorant of the spiritual righteousness 
shadowed forth in the law, either thought (as has been else- Harm. I. 
where observed by me) that those spiritual precepts were oe cat 
counsels rather than precepts, or certainly they thought that 

the transgressions of such kind of precepts were so purged, 

partly by daily victims, partly by the holy annual atonement, 

that no remembrance of them was retained with God. By 

many arguments therefore, (and that to some purpose,) the 
Apostle shews that no one by that ritual law is justified ‘in 

the sight of God:’ that ‘verily righteousness is not by the 

law,’ or that there is no true justification for any one by the 

law: that those external sacrifices were of themselves a 
miserable refuge for sinners, inasmuch as they profited only 

to ‘ the purifying of the flesh,’ that is, that the outward man 

might be delivered from the pain and death of the body. Heb.9. 13. 


STRICTURE XX. 
ON II. DISS. ix. &c. 


In this chapter and the followmg, I explain the second 
argument of the Apostle, by which he denies justification to 
the Mosaic law, which is drawn from the inability of that 
law to deliver man from the dominion of sin. To the whole 
of my discussion you [in the notes at the end of II. Diss. 
chap. xi. which I examine here for the sake of greater con- 
venience] oppose the following words. ‘“ After your excur- 
sions, you now return to the point, and examine the grounds 
on which St. Paul excludes works, and what works, from 


ST RIC. 
XX, 


vid, Harm. 
II; Diss. 
wii. 2, 8, 
And x1. 2. 
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Justification. You hold that because of the insufficiency of 
the law, which has no power unto sanctification, St. Paul 
excludes works which are done in our natural state without 
the grace of the Gospel, but with the weak assistance of the 
law of Moses or of nature, and by the presumption of natural 
powers. To these things I oppose the following considera- 
tions. 1. Your phantasy of the insufficiency of the law 
is no where visible in St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 
2. Its weakness unto sanctification is a different thing 
from weakness unto the justification of a sinner in God’s 
sight. 38. St. Paul does not set up a post, wherewith to engage 
for the exercise of the arms of his talent; but enters into 
conflict with the opponents of the righteousness of God. 
The Jews, swollen with Pharisaical pride, sought righteousness 
from the observance of the law, in the performance of which 
they considered themselves aided by the grace of God, as the 
Pharisee who gave thanks to God for his virtues and good 
works, Luke 18. 11, 12. No one contends that he can be 
justified by works performed without the grace of God. The 
Gentiles knew this, who said, ywpis daipovos ovdeis ayabos, ‘no 
one is good without God.” 4. St. Paul speaks of Abraham, 
David, and all servants of God who by God’s mercy are 
justified through Christ, and to whom God imputes righteous- 
ness without works, Rom. 4. 6. Surely the Apostle excludes 
works, even the good works which the faithful perform. For 
there can be no doubt whether or not a man is justified by 
bad or indifferent works.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XX. 


Before I answer your several arguments one by one, I 
must remind the reader that in the Harmony I have made 
distinction enough between works, which St. Paul, ‘with 
respect to somewhat else, «ata 71, and which he ‘absolutely,’ 
amos, excludes from justification. Jn one respect he ex- 
cludes all good works altogether: viz. so far as to deny that 
any man by his best works can be justified through any other 
law than that which is founded in the meritorious blood and 
sacrifice of Christ. Absolutely St. Paul rejects only such 
works from justification as are either ritual, or even moral, 
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when performed by the power alone of the law of Moses STRIC. 
(not to mention the law of nature); i. e. the Apostle has 
rejected altogether the external and carnal righteousness, 
which does not go beyond the letter of the law and the cove- 
nant of Sinai, as that which would by no means suffice with 
God to a man’s justification, or his acceptance unto salva- 
tion. This I have proved at more length in the elucida- 
tion of the second argument of the Apostle. Briefly: the 
question is of the meritorious cause of our justification. This 
the Apostle places in the redemption and the satisfaction of 
Christ our Saviour alone, all works of ours of every sort 
excluded, and this is the object of the first argument of the 
Apostle. Again, the question is of the indispensable cause of 
our justification, or of the condition required on our part. 
Here St. Paul does not exclude all works altogether from 
justification, but either ritual works of the law, or even moral 
outward works, which could be performed without the special 
grace of the Gospel, and the Spirit of Christ. And to this 
point the second argument of the Apostle is directed, which 
I have unfolded in this ninth and following chapters of 
the second Dissertation. JI must here repeat these things, 
because there is no harm in taking every precaution (as you 
have warned me); nay it is actually necessary to my purpose, 
since I have to dispute with so unfair an adversary, so utterly 
estranged from all Christian candour, as to distort every thing 
I say. 

§ 2. Thus much premised, I come to the arguments with 
which you oppose my statements in the ninth and thirteenth 
chapters of the second Dissertation. Let your first argument 
come forth into the field: “ Your phantasy respecting the 
insufficiency of the law is no where visible in St. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Romans.” I answer: If all which I have said 
at some length, in five whole chapters, on the inability of the 
Mosaic law (viewed according to the letter) to beget saving 
piety in men, and which I have supported by sound testi- 
monies from St. Paul; if, I say, all this is the mere phantasy 
of my dreaming brain, and is no where visible in St: Paul, 
then I shall despair for the future of ever being able to state 
any thing at all as certain: I should hold (Gf Pyrrho’s school 
could hold any thing to be certain, established, or fixed) that 
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stRric, of all mortals the sceptics were the wisest, and.that in human 


XX. 


-_ matters there is nothing certain to be found. Let any fair 


judge read those five chapters seriously, attentively, and 
impartially, and let him decide whether I am deluded by a 
phantasy, or whether my censurer is not rather doing homage 
to his own impudence. 

§ 3. Your next argument comes forth. ‘ Weakness unto 
sanctification is a different thing from weakness unto the 
justification of a sinner in God’s sight.””, I allowit. Never- 
theless, these two things are so intimately connected, one 
with the other, that they cannot be separated from each other : 
and so the law, which is weak unto sanctification, 1. e. the 
deliverance of a man from the dominion of sin, will be weak 
also unto justification : so that it is absurd for you to be con- 
tinually objecting in this Stricture, that I confound justifica- 
tion with sanctification. I have never done so, nor am I likely 
to do so. Nevertheless, I constantly affirm that justification 
by Divine appointment presupposes sanctification, at least the 
primary and less perfect sanctification. For God, though 
He justify the ungodly through Christ, (Rom. 4. 5,) 1. e. him, 
who having been such, yet through faith and true repent- 
ance has ceased to be such, nevertheless will not justify 
the ungodly, Exod. 34. 7, 1. e. him who still remains in his 
wickedness. Briefly: it is inconsistent with the righteous- 
ness of God (as we have said elsewhere) to forgive any man 
his sins, and withal to give him a right to a heavenly life, 
who is not cleansed from his sins, nay, who is not also in a 
manner made partaker of ‘the Divine nature.’ Rightly 
therefore, and most wisely does the Apostle, speaking of the 
law of Moses, conclude from its weakness unto sanctifica- 
tion, its weakness unto justification. I wonder at this being 
questioned by any one who observes that in the very context 
of the argument, in which he contends that no one is justified 
by the law of Moses, St. Paul has inserted so many things 
about the weakness of this law. What then! has the most 
grave and inspired Apostle spoken irrelevantly, or was he 
ignorant what would suit his cause ? 

§ 4. I come to your third argument. “St. Paul,” you say, 
“does not set up a post,’ &e. When I first read this argu- 
ment I was fairly astonished; I could never have believed 
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(had you not forced my belief by such a monstrous instance) s TRIC. 
that party feeling could have had such power. To wit. To —**:— 
make me seem heterodox, the whole world, on the question 
of necessity of grace, is made orthodox. So the Pharisees, 
the proudest of the Jews, thought most rightly on the neces- 
sity of grace; nay the Gentiles, as regards that question, 
were wise enough; and St. Paul would have been trifling 
and fighting with a shadow, had he spoken against works 
done by natural powers without the grace of God. Could 
you believe your ownself, when you were telling this pretty 
little tale? I can scarce believe it. You could not be igno- 
rant that I had proved in the fifteenth chapter of II. Diss. 
from the Scriptures, Josephus, and Rabbis, that all the 
“masters of [srael”? hved in profound and most gross igno- 
rance of grace; the Sadducees holding the absolute power 
of free-will, while the Pharisees gave to fate and to the stars 
the honour due to Divine grace. You were not unaware that 
in § 19 of the same chapter I had set myself to answer your 
objection about the Pharisee’s giving of thanks. Hence you 
write thus at the end of that chapter: “ St. Paul was the 
strenuous advocate of Divine grace against the proud conceit 
of our natural powers and works having any power in rege- 
neration. But im the argument on justification, which he 
begins and goes through with in the Epistle to the Romans, . 
he is avowedly not speaking of the efficacy of sanctifying 
grace. This Dissertation therefore, though full of great 
learning, throws no light on the state and determination of 
the question.” Where you pretty evidently allow that what 
I have said in this chapter is true, though not to the point. 
Besides, if St. Paul were a strenuous advocate for Divine grace 
against the proud conceits as to our natural powers, then 
there must have been men who entertained those proud 
conceits, or the Apostle would have stuck up a post to fight 
with. But who could these men be? Jews? you deny that. 
Gentiles? you will not allow that. But thus do men vary 
(as a great man of old has truly said) who do not speak from 
truth, but say every thing artificially. 

§ 5. To your fourth and last argument about Abraham 
and David, I am obliged more than once to inform the reader 
that I have given a full answer in Harm., IT. Diss. xu. 14, 15. 
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STRIC. Where I have also shewn clearly (same chapter, § 13.) that 

Eee appendix of this argument, viz. that it never could be 
questioned whether a man is justified or not from bad or 
indifferent works, is an impertinent cavil. 


STRICTURE XXI. 
ON DISS. IL. x. 3. p. 118. 


In this chapter, as I am about to explain more clearly the 
Apostle’s argument drawn from the weakness of the law, I 
observe that the old law laboured under the defect of both 
assisting graces, viz. the external, or the promise of eternal 
life, and the internal, or the gift of the Holy Spirit. As 
regards the former, I observe that it is no slight proof of the 
weakness of the law, that its promises and threatenings, in 
which the force of every law les, were merely temporal and 
earthly. After having explained this briefly, I conclude the 
section thus: ‘The law therefore of Moses, which promises 
nothing beyond this life, could not produce in men a sincere, 
ardent, and indefatigable love of virtue.” 'To this you reply: 
“ How near akin to blasphemy is this derogation from the law 
of Moses, which is directly opposed to Christ’s words in the 
parable of the rich man, Luke 16. 29, and elsewhere; see John 
5. 389. This comes out of the pools of Socinus. You do not 
understand Moses better than the Sadducees, whom our 
Saviour proved to be ignorant of Scripture. The law of 
Moses embraced and taught much more than a mere cove- 
nant concerning the possession of Canaan in peace.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XXI. 


§ 1. I would wish for your own sake, that your choler 
were not here so hot against me; for certainly either your 
zeal “ not according to knowledge,” or the immoderate desire 
of defending a rashly conceived hypothesis, has hurried you 
beyond all bounds of Christian truth, candour, or moderation. 
You say that this doctrine of mine has been drawn out of the 
pools of Socinus ; (that most impure father of heresy ;) that L_ 
know no more of the Old Testament than did the Sadducees : 
lastly, that this doctrine is near akin to blasphemy. Heavy 
indeed is the charge, if it be true; but heavy on the other 
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hand is your calumny, if it be false. Would that you could STRIC. 
as easily free yourself from the charge of reviling, as I can —**)— 
vindicate my statement from the odium with which you have 
loaded it. 

§ 2. To make the subject clearer, I remind the reader 
that in this chapter of my book I have cautiously and care- Harm. I. 
fully explained in what sense I have affirmed that eternal maa 
life is not promised in the Old Testament. First, I expressly 
avow that by the Old Testament I mean with the Apostle, 
Gal. 4. 24, the covenant made on Mount Sinai with the 
Israelites, Moses being the mediator, as distinguished from 
the Old Testament, taken in a wider sense, and comprehend- 
ing all that is contained in the books of Moses, and the holy 
writings of the Prophets. Nay, to this distinction of the 
law, which I learned from St. Austin, I expressly call the 
attention of the reader. Then, I say, that the covenant of 
Mount Sinai can be viewed in two ways, carnally and 
spiritually: carnally, as it was an instrument ordained for a 
carnal people for a temporal advantage; spiritually, as it 
promised heavenly things to those endued with the Spirit of 
God, under the types of carnal things. Hence I allow that 
it is true both that these earthly promises, given to the law 
of works, were signs of the good things which belonged to 
the law of the Spirit, and that by God’s intention these were 
comprehended under them: and also that there are in the 
law itself general promises, or promises made in general terms, 
in which it is plain that eternal life not only can be, but in the 
Divine intention also was comprehended. These things I 
gather from the interpretation of Christ Himself and His 
Apostles, Mat. 22. 31, 32; Heb. 11. 16, &c. The whole I 
sum up in these few words: “ In a word, the law, in a carnal 
and literal view, did not require spiritual righteousness, nor 
promise eternal life; but, spiritually considered, was the very 
Gospel itself; and when taken in this sense, the Apostle 
raises no objections concerning it.” Lastly, I do not deny 
but that the better and more clear-sighted among the Jews 
were induced by many reasons (which I enumerate in this 
chapter, § 9.) to believe that besides the special good things 
pertaining to this life, and expressly promised in the law of 
Moses, God meant to bestow others on His faithful worship- 


folded even to the people, according to their capacity, the 
raysteries of the life to come, which were hidden in the law. 

§ 3. So that it is evident from hence, that you have either 
read my book quite inattentively, or have written these 
Strictures on it in despite of your conscience, fixing as you 
do upon me so often the contrary to what I have written. 
Thus in the notes at page 213 of my book, as you are about 
to contend with me, or rather with your shadow, you say, 
“The law of Moses carried the Gospel veiled in the cere- 
monial law. God, even in the Old Testament, taught and 
required of His people a spiritual righteousness; and the 
law of Moses did not annul the promises made to the 
patriarchs. The faith then, by which Noah, and Abraham, 
and the other servants of God were made heirs of the pro- 
mises, flourished also under the law.” I allow all this, and 
in the book which you have carped at in these Strictures, 
have often avowed in terms that I allow it. So in notes at 
page 215, when I shew from the well-known passage of the 
Kpistle to the Hebrews 7. 19, that the hope of a better life, 
with which we approach God, depends not on the covenant 
of Sinai, viewed according to the letter, but on the Gospel, 
of old indeed darkly revealed, and afterwards brought in 
more fully, you oppose me thus: “ What sober reader would 
you persuade that no one approached God under the Old 
Testament, and found God propitious through Christ?” I 
ask in turn from you, Who in his senses could think that I 
wished to persuade any one such a thing? 

§ 4. To return therefore to my purpose: when I assert 
that eternal life is not promised in the Old Testament, I 
mean this: that the promise of eternal life is not contained 
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STRIC. pers; nay, I say that it is most certain, unless pious and 
XXI. : 
—_—*— eminent men among the people of God can be supposed to 
have lived and died as beasts. I add (§ 10.) that the prophets 
who flourished in particular ages among God’s people, un- 


in the covenant of Sinai in its literal sense, nor was that pro- 
mise made to the outward righteousness exacted according 
to the letter of the law; but whatever spiritual and eternal 
good was hiddenly and secretly comprehended by God’s 
intention in the words of that covenant, all related to the 
New Testament or the Gospel, veiled and shadowed out 
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under the Old Testament. Now if this be Socinianism, sTRIC. 
Sadduceeism, or blasphemy, then (I shudder as I write the **!_ 
words) have the inspired writers of the New Testament, as 
I have shewn at length in examination of the nineteenth 
Stricture, put Socinianism, Sadduceeism and blasphemy 
before us in many passages: then also were the most ap- 
proved ancient writers in the Church, who before us, as a body, 
have held this opinion, Socinians, Sadducees, Blasphemers. 
See Gerard. Vossius Resp. ad judicium Ravenspergeri, c. 23 
throughout. There that eminent man has compiled from 
the ancients, chiefly from St. Austin, a vast heap of testi- 
monies, which both confirm and excellently explain this 
doctrine. 

§ 5. Nay, it is evident that this doctrine, which you have 
decried thus fearfully, was the common judgment of all 
Catholics, in the age in which St. Austin flourished. For 
thus he writes against Faustus the Manichean: “ That vol.vi.1. 4. 
temporal promises are contained in the Old Testament, and Citb, . 
that it is on that account called the Old Testament, no one 2. vol. viii. 
of us doubts, or that the promise of eternal life and the” a 
kingdom of heaven belong to the New Testament.” What 
if your hypothesis in opposition to my doctrine, viz. that 
eternal life is promised in the Old Testament, as such, was 
condemned in Pelagius by the Catholics in St. Austin’s time 
as erroneous, if not heretical? This no doubt will seem 
strange to you, but believe your own eyes: St. Austin says vol. vii. de 
that it was objected against Pelagius by the Catholics in the ee ie EZ 
Synod of Lydda that he taught in his writings, “that the [vol. x. p. 
kingdom of heaven was promised in the Old Testament :” ie 
that Pelagius, however, cleared himself before the Synod 
somewhat deceitfully, in that he brought forward testimonies 
not indeed from the Old Testament properly and strictly so 
called, i. e. from the words of the covenant of Sinai, but from 
the writings of the Old Testament taken in its wider sense. 
St. Austin exposed this fraud in these words: “ Another thing 
was quoted which he wrote in his book; ‘the kingdom of 
heaven is promised even in the Old Testament ;’ to which 
Pelagius answered, This can be proved from the Scriptures, 
though it is denied by heretics to the wronging of the Old 
Testament. But I have followed the authority of the Scrip- 
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Dan. 7. 18. 


208 The heresy of Pelagius on this point. 


tures in saying so, since it is written in the prophet Daniel, 
‘But the saints of the Most High shall take the kingdom ;’ 
and when this answer was received, the Synod said ‘that 
this was not opposed to the Church’s faith.’ Was it without 
reason then, that our brethren were moved to object to these 
words among other things? No surely, but the words 
‘Old Testament’ are spoken of in two ways: im one way 
according to the authority of Holy Scripture: im another 
way according to the customary way of speaking. For 
St. Paul speaks thus to the Galatians: ‘Tell me,’ says 
he, ‘ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear 
the law? for it is written, that Abraham had two sons, the 
one by a bond-maid, the other by a free-woman: which things 
are an allegory: for these are the two covenants; the one 
which gendereth to bondage, which is Agar; for this Agar is 
Mount Sinai in Arabia, and answereth to Jerusalem which 
now is, and is in bondage with her children: but Jerusalem 
which is above is free, which is the mother of us all.” Since 
then the Old Testament gendereth to bondage, it is said, 
‘Cast out the bond-woman and her son, for the son of the 
bond-woman shall not be heir with my son Isaac:’ but the 
kingdom of heaven which is unto liberty, how pertaimeth- 
this to the Old Testament ? Since however, as I have said, 
we usually speak so as to call all the Scriptures of the Law 
and the Prophets, which were delivered before the incarnation 
of our Lord, and come under the authority of the canons, by 
the name of the Old Testament; who, that is ever so little 
learned in ecclesiastical writings, knows not that in those 
Scriptures the kingdom of heaven could be promised, even as 
also the New Testament, to which the kingdom of heaven . 
belongs?” St. Austin also, in the eleventh chapter of the 
same book, relates that Pelagius was forced by the Fathers of 
that Synod, among other things to condemn in terms this 
doctrine of his, if he would escape condemnation. These are 
St. Austin’s words: “ We see then and hold, that the most 
pernicious evils of such heresy as this, viz. ‘that Adam was 
made mortal,’ were condemned not only by Pelagius but also 
by the holy Bishops who presided over that Council; and 
that this heresy might be more fully explained and set forth, 
it is added, ‘ Whether he sinned, or sinned not, he was to 
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die; that his sins hurt him alone, and not mankind; that the sT RIC. 
law conducts to the kingdom even as the Gospel.’ ” - LAE © 
§ 6. No one ought to wonder that the Catholic doctors so 
severely opposed the doctrine of Pelagius, viz. that “ eternal 
life is promised ? in the old law, as distinguished from the 
Gospel,” since it is at open war with the two first prin- 
ciples of Christian faith (set forth in the examination of 
Stricture XVII., in the first and fourth Theses): viz. Ist. 
that the covenant of life entered into with Adam in a perfect 
state was made void through his sin not only to himself, but 
to his posterity, so that all the sons of Adam, as such, are 
sons of death, 1. e. entirely shut out from all promise of 
eternal life. 2ndly, that God hath entered into no covenant 
of eternal life with the descendants of fallen Adam, which 
has not been confirmed and ratified in Christ our Saviour ; 
and therefore none other than the Gospel. Hence also 
Pelagius inferred that a man might by any law, even by that 
of nature, obtain heavenly and eternal life. But to resume 
the main subject. 
§ 7. Some light will be thrown on these passages of 
St. Austin, by a passage of Jerome, where he thus addresses lib. i. 
Critobulus (who in these dialogues sustains the character of ea 
Pelagius): “You add besides, ‘that the kingdom of heaven is [§ 31. vol. 
promised also in the Old Testament,’ and you bring forward ™ * ee 
quotations from the Apocrypha: whereas it is plain that the 
kingdom of heaven was first preached in the Gospel through 
John the Baptist, and the Lord our Saviour and the Apostles. 
Read the Gospels, &c. But you call us Manichzeans, because 
preferring the Gospel to the Law, we say that in the latter is 
the shadow, but in the former the truth: while you do not 
perceive your own folly and impudence. It is one thing to 
condemn the Law as a Manichzan does; another to prefer 
the Gospel to the Law as the ‘Apostles’ do,’ &c. In this 
eminent testimony, besides that it is most evident that the 
doctrine, which is contrary to ours, was condemned of old 
by Catholics in Pelagius, two things are especially to be 
observed. Ist. That Pelagius sought the proof of his asser- 
tion in general from no other place than the writings of the 


P Let Mr. Trumann therefore see how _ barefacedly to defend the very dogma 
he will clear himself of having dared of Pelagius. 
BULL. Pp 


STRIC, 


XXI. 


Harm. II. 
Diss. x.11, 
12. 


210 The Fathers to be studied. 


Apocrypha: and as these were written some time after the 
Babylonish captivity, when the doctrine of a future life (as 
has been observed elsewhere in the Harmony) was more 
clearly known, it is no wonder if this doctrine is set forth 
there most distinctly. 2ndly. That the Heresiarch charged 
the Catholics of his age with Manichzism, because they 
taught that the kingdom of heaven was not promised in the 
Old Testament: as though, with that blasphemous teacher, 
they had defamed the law of God given by Moses. You will 
see therefore, my Censurer, whether you yourself are not 
guilty of somewhat akin to the crime of Pelagius in venturing 
to brand me with the mark of heresy and even of blasphemy, 
for asserting this very Catholic doctrine. 

§ 8. Let the learned reader learn from your example, how 
ill-advised it is to spend all one’s labour and study over the 
writings of Systematics and Neoterics, while entirely neglect- 
ing or but carelessly reading the remains of the ancients. 
In truth, besides other sufficiently grievous mischiefs, it gene- 
rally happens that they repudiate Catholic doctrines as 
heretical, while on the contrary they take up and embrace the 
exploded madnesses of heretics as Divine oracles. And there- 
fore, O young men, if you would not be deceived by these 
would-be theologians, next to the Holy Scriptures, 


“ Be the Fathers’ works 
“ By day and night for ever in your hands.” 


STRICTURE XXII. 


UN ell, DISS. X24. -p. 5119, 


Here I say, “the Mosaic law, by contaiming only temporal 
promises and threatenings, was therefore adapted to produce 
in men a mean and sordid spirit and disposition, entirely 
foreign to true and genuine piety,’ &c. Upon this you 
inflict the severe censure, “ Restrain, I entreat you, the petu- 
lance of your tongue, chattermg against the wise economy 
of God. Does not Moses, throughout the whole almost of 
the book of Deuteronomy, by these same arguments excite 
and turn the people to believe, fear, love, and obey God ? 
Are Divine benefits unfit to raise the mind to God? Did 
not Moses, or the Lord Himself in the law of Moses, consult 
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for religion, and provide against this ingratitude? But yousSTRIC. 
reproach God, when you rashly assert that the law, which ~*~ 
was ordained by God to produce piety, could not effect it. 

You load a pure and holy law with calumnies, as though it 

were the nurse of avarice and intemperance. The fountain 

surely is defiled whence this corrupt and unwholesome chan- 

nel flows. Correct your words by the better judgment of 

David concerning the law of God, given by Moses, which is Ps.19.7,8. 
open for you to read.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XXII. 


§ 1. Better language I pray, good Aristarchus ! restrain your 
own anger, or rather madness, and with tranquil and steady 
judgment see if this waggon-load of reproaches which you 
have heaped on me, a poor wretch already enough bruised 
and afflicted, does not at length fall upon the most holy 
Fathers of the Church, and even upon the inspired writers. 
I am speaking of the law or covenant of Sinai taken in its 
carnal and literal sense, as promising nothing beyond these 
carnal and earthly advantages. I say that that law thus 
viewed, was calculated to produce in men a mean and sordid 
disposition, utterly at variance with true and genuine piety. 
Who in his senses would ever question it? the very plain- 
ness of the fact cries out that what I say is true. I ask you, 
when you shall have returned to yourself? Since true and 
genuine piety consists chiefly in self-denial, in contempt of 
this world, in a mind panting for a future and a better life, 
was it possible that the law of Moses should produce this 
piety in man, viewed in its carnal and literal sense, as pro- 
mising no advantage beyond this life ? 

§ 2. But if he who has said this, must be held to have 
chattered with petulant tongue against the wise economy of 
God, to have reproached God Himself, &c., what then 
(not to mention all the other Fathers) will become of St. 
Austin himself? Thus he writes?: “ Although in the Old 
Testament, on account of the promise of temporal goods, and 
threatening of temporal evils, the temporal Jerusalem brings 
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forth slaves, while in the New Testament, where faith wins 
love, whereby the law may be fulfilled no less by the love of 
righteousness than by the fear of punishment, the eternal 
Jerusalem brings forth free men: yet even in those times 
were there spiritually righteous men who were not slain by 
the letter, which commanded, but were made alive by the 
Spirit, which aided them.” Also’; “From the natural sense, be- 
cause the natural man perceiveth not the things of the Spirit 
of God, arise all dissensions and schisms; and all who go on 
guided by this sense, the Apostle says, belong to the Old 
Testament, i. e. to the desire of earthly promises: in which 
indeed spiritual things are figured, but the natural man per- 
ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God,” &c. Again *; 
“Tt is plain that even that Scripture which was given to the 
elder people, was the law of Christ, which He came to fulfil 
by love, but which was not fulfilled through fear. The 
same Scripture therefore, while it depresses slaves bent upon 
earthly goods, is called the Old Testament, but is called the 
New Testament as elevating free men burning for eternal 
goods.” 

§ 3. But why do I speak of the Fathers? St. Paul the 
Apostle (whose authority you abuse every where for the con- 
firmation of your own dreams) says the same plainly as we. 
Speaking of the covenant of Sinai, as it is opposed to the 
Gospel, he says that that covenant ‘ gendereth to bondage.’ 
But what is this bondage? Hear a most learned interpreter. 
“The bondage to which the Old Testament begat its sons 
consisted partly in the unbearable yoke of ceremonial pre- 
cepts, laid upon the necks of its sons: partly in the servile 
affections and fear, by which they were governed: which 
the Apostle calls ‘the spirit of bondage to fear.’”’ And there- 
fore this bondage is especially that servile disposition with 
which men under the Old Testament, clinging to its letter 
not from the love of righteousness, as sons, but from the 
hope of impending good, and fear of impending evil, as 
slaves and hirelings, performed the service of God. However 
therefore you interpret the ‘ spirit of bondage,’ this is plain, 
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that this spirit is opposed by the Apostle to ‘the spirit of STRIC. 


adoption,’ or the free ground of serving God, which is en- 
jomed on us Christians; and therefore comes to that mean 
and sordid disposition of which I spoke, entirely foreign to 
true and genuine piety. Now St. Paul says that the cove- 
nant of Sinai ‘ gendereth to bondage’ of this kind, because it 
is naturally adapted, by force of its promises and threatenings, 
to implant such a disposition in men. 

§ 4. The judgment of David in Psalm the nineteenth, nalich 
you appeal to, is not to the purpose. For the law of God, 
which that holy man there and continually in other places 
so much eulogizes, must by no means be restricted to the 
law or covenant of Sinai (of which alone I am speaking) : but 
(as Vatablus on the first and second Psalm remarks) com- 
prises not only the law, but also all the books of Holy Scrip- 
_ ture which had been written up to his time, which are an ex- 
position of the law. As regards this, David (Gf any one) was 
thoroughly enough aware of the mysteries hidden in the 
carnal law, and was among the chief of those spiritually- 
minded men, who, in St. Austin’s words just quoted, “ lived 
in the sacraments of the Old Testament, but hiddenly be- 
longed to the New Testament which then was hidden.” 
So that the words in which a most ancient father and 
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interpreting the writings of the Old Testament, suit you and 


Tryph. p. 
251. [e384, 


such as you exactly. ‘ You deceive yourselves by equivocal p. 131.] 


expressions. For where the law of the Lord is called blame- 
less, you understand it not as that which was to be after 
Moses, but as that which was made by Moses; though God 
Himself proclaims that He will make a new law and a new 
covenant.” 

§ 5. It may here be objected, If the law of Sinai was cal- 
culated to engender that servile disposition in men, must it 
not be imputed to God, the Author of that law, that most of 
the Jews did not rise above that servile disposition? I an- 
swer, Far from it. For it was sufficiently provided by Divine 
care, that the Jews should not remain in the letter of the 
law of Sinai. For God provided that the tradition of a 
future life, handed down from the patriarchs, (whether derived 
immediately from Himself, or taught in other ways, as espe- 
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cially by the preaching so also by the example of Enoch,) 
should flourish even under the law, and should both be ex- 
plained and confirmed by the preaching of prophets, whom 
from time to time He raised up among His people. Whence 
it is evident that the existence of the soul after the death 
of the body was believed by the oldest of the Jews who lived 
after the law of Moses was given. This, I say, is evident 
(not to mention other arguments) from the history of Saul 
consulting and seeking the witch in order to have a con- 
ference with Samuel, who was already dead: which of course 
he would not have done, had he not believed that the soul of 
the dead prophet still survived. Surely the vextva, the most 
ancient of all divinations, was a sign (as has been observed 
by a most eminent writer) of the belief in the permanency of 
souls after death. But to what purpose would the soul exist 
after the death of the body, were not its life to be wretched 
or happy, according to what it had done in the body? That 
spiritual righteousness also, to which alone (not to external 
and carnal righteousness, prescribed in the letter of the law 
of Sinai) the promise of eternal life was given, was suf- 
ficiently revealed by God to the Jews from time to time, 
both by Moses and by succeeding prophets. Moses himself, 
in the sermon in Moab, or in Deuteronomy, (which you 
would rightly call the Gospel of Moses,) often, as it were, 
recalls the Israelites from the external ceremonies of the law, 
which he had just given them, to internal piety; from the 
circumcision of the flesh, to the circumcision of the heart ; 
and warns them expressly, that what all their salvation turns 
upon, is their obedience to one precept, loving God with all 
their hearts, for the performance of which precept he pro- 
mises them grace and assistance in God’s name. See espe- 
cially Deut. 10. 12—16; 30. 6. The same was done and in 
clearer words by the prophets, who succeeded Moses, as one 
may see 1 Sam. 15. 22; Ps. 50. 7—17; 51. 16,17; Isaiah 
1. 1O—21; Jer. 7. 21—23; Hosea 6. 6; Mich. 6. 6—8, 
and continually in other places; and therefore the Jews were 
without excuse, who in St. Paul’s time clung to the letter of 
the law of Sinai: whether they were Pharisees, who while 
they acknowledged indeed a mystery in the letter of the pro- 
mise, yet looked not beyond the letter of the precept: or 
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whether they were Sadducees, who took both promise and sTRIC. 
precept according to the letter of the Mosaic law. But *~*_ 
enough of this. 

§ 6. What follows in my second Dissertation concerning 
the Apostle’s argument relative to the ritual law of Moses 
(ch. xiv.), concerning Jewish doctrines (ch. xv. xvi. xvii. and the 
contents of the epilogue of the work), on being carefully on 
our guard against four several errors in this question of jus- 
tification, are so plain and easy (though our Censurer has 
even nibbled maliciously at some of these, but to no purpose) 
that they really need no defence. One Stricture only of the 
Censurer, relating to the judgment of the Church of England 
on this point, now remains to be briefly disposed of. 


STRICTURE XXIII. 
ON II. DISS. xviii. 6. p. 196. 


Here, in the epilogue of the work, seriously advising the 
reader to beware of the four errors on this important ques- 
tion of justification, I first attack their error who attribute 
merit of condignity to the good works of men. As the best meritum 
antidote to this error, or rather heresy, I oppose the decision Fie 
of our Church in these words: “ From this error in particular, 
concerning the merit of good works in the matter of justifi- 
cation, our Holy Mother, the English Church, would guard 
her sons, by the eleventh article,’ &c. These words you 
attack most severely. “I am astonished at your citation of 
the article of our Church. Who can help seeing your blind- 
ness as well as shamelessness? the former, in that you 
shut your eyes to the Solifidianism (as you love to stigmatize 
my doctrine) therein expressed; the latter, in that you have 
dared to tamper with the judgment of our good mother, 
partly by ill-patched sophisms, partly by unseemly re- 
proaches.” Afterwards (in margin of p. 340) you call me 
“a most shameless interpolator of Holy Scripture and eccle- 
siastical doctrine.” 


ANSWER TO STRICTURE XXIII. 


§ 1. I allow that you have here (as constantly elsewhere) 
brought forth fruit worthy of your own Solifidianism, (not 
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such as our Holy Mother the English Church teaches, God 
forbid!) For, trusting in your own justifying self-confidence, 
just as though there were no account to be rendered here- 
after of your words and actions at Christ’s tribunal, as though 
you cared little for, nay wholly despised that tremendous sen- 
tence of the Holy Spirit, declaring that revilers together with 
sinners of a darker dye, have no inheritance in the kingdom 
of heaven, you continually and shamelessly inveigh against, 
hew, and hack at your brother, (as you call me,) with the 
most violent reproaches, giving reins to your rage, which I 
have not even by a word provoked, and to your lust for 
calumny, and so pouring forth the very “ gall of bitterness” 
on a harmless individual. I pray God seriously, He may 
give you a better mind. To the matter in hand. 

§ 2. I appeal to competent judges in this cause, men 
whose mercy I neither ask nor expect; I deprecate not justice, 
but injustice; nor am I so conscious of guilt, as to shrink 
from or fear the strictest examination of my doctrine, provided 
it be impartial. If what you affirm is true, if any where in 
my Dissertations, in utter shamelessness, I have spoken other- 
wise than honourably of the judgment of the English Church; 
still more if I have abused it: if I have proved myself an in- 
terpolator (in your sense) at all, still worse a most shameless 
one, of either Holy Scripture, or ecclesiastical doctrine ; you 
have my full concurrence in your appeal which you make in 
the epilogue of your Dissertations to the reverend prelates of 
our Church, and in your entreaties to them, to rebuke me. 
Let this wretched book be cast into the flames as it deserves; 
let its author be deprived of his ministry (which he has now 
exercised nearly twenty years, and that by God’s help with 
some little diligence): nay, let him be cast forth from the 
bosom of his dearest mother, (to whom in her worst mis- 
fortunes he has constantly clung,) as a bastard and as an 
alien, and let him be anathema. You see, reader, how great 
is my confidence in my own innocence; you shall judge 
presently if it be ill-founded. 

§ 3. My Censurer accuses me of daring to disfigure the 
Judgment of the Church of England, delivered in her eleventh 
article, with both ill-patched sophisms and unseemly reproaches, 
and of interpolating ecclesiastical doctrine, i. e. (according to 
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his meaning, not the proper sense of the word) corrupting STRIC. 
and depraving it by additions. I will use one only argument ~~" 
in my defence, but that so clear and evident, that it will 

serve instead of many, and close the mouth of my Censurer 

for ever and ever, and all other my accusers of the same 
description. 

Whoever openly, candidly, and sincerely embraces and 
professes, and ever has embraced and professed that sense of 
the eleventh article of the Church of England, which the 
English Church herself has avowedly and expressly handed 
down as the one genuine and true sense of the same articles, 
that man is wrongly, undeservedly, most undeservedly 
accused of distorting the judgment of the English Church 
in that article by ill-patched sophisms, or unseemly re- 
proaches: but the author of a book entitled Harmonia 
Apostolica, &c., openly, candidly, and sincerely embraces 
and professes, and ever has embraced and professed that 
sense of the eleventh article of the English Church, which 
the English Church herself has avowedly and expressly 
handed down as the one genuine and true sense of the same 
article : therefore, &c. 

§ 4. The major premiss is one of plainest truth. As 
regards the assumption, I must re-produce some few words, 
which I alleged before at the end of my Dissertations. The 
words of the eleventh article are these: ‘We are accounted 
righteous before God, only for the merit of our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ by faith, and not for our own works or 
deservings: wherefore, that we are justified by faith only is a 
most wholesome doctrine, and very full of comfort, as is 
more largely expressed in the Homily of Justification.” 
Here I have observed (p. 207) that out of the thirty-nine 
articles of the Church of England, thirty-eight are set 
forth barely, and without any explanation: while this one, 
on justification by faith only, has not been given without the 
express caution that we are to look for a more lengthened 
and fuller explanation of it in the Homily concerning Man’s 
Justification: although therefore many learned and weighty 
men in our Church, have, perhaps with good reason, declared 
that the book of Homilies is not throughout of equal 
authority with our Articles, so that one is not at liberty to 
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open one’s mouth or make the slightest murmur against any 
doctrine or interpretation of Scripture therein delivered: 
(because forsooth they were each composed at first severally 
by particular doctors, and were suited to the disposition of 
the people of that time, and in article thirty-five nothing 
more is determined of them than that they generally con- 
tain a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary for the 
times in which they were made:) yet no one can doubt but 
that the sense of the eleventh article must be fixed and 
explained exactly according to the Homily of Salvation, 
unless he choose to shut his eyes against the clear and 
express words of the article itself. Nay, this is still more 
clearly expressed (if this be possible) im the articles of 
Edward the Sixth. For in that edition of our Confession, 
(which was the first,) the whole of the article on the Justi- 
fication of Man is contained in these few words: “ Justifica- 
tion by faith alone in Jesus Christ, in the sense (N.B.) in 
which it is explamed in the Homily on Justification, is a 
most sure and wholesome doctrine of Christians.” 

§ 5. This one thing then remains to be enquired into: viz.in 
what sense the doctrine of the eleventh article is explained in 
the Homily on the Justification or Salvation of Mankind. This 
explanation has been already cited by us in the epilogue of our 
Dissertation (p. 198), and is here afresh (on account of the obsti- 
nacy of the Censurer) repeated, and runs in these plain words. 
“The true understanding of this doctrine, ‘We be justified 
freely by faith, without works,’ or that ‘we be justified by 
faith in Christ only, is not that this our own act to believe in 
Christ, or this faith in Christ which is in us, doth justify us, 
and deserve our justification unto us, (for that were to account 
ourselves justified by some act or virtue that is within our- 
selves,) but the true understanding and meaning thereof is, 
that although we hear God’s word and believe it, although we 
have faith, hope, charity, repentance, dread, and fear of God 
within us, and do never so many works thereunto; yet we 
must renounce the merit of all our said virtues of faith, hope, 
charity, and all other virtues, and good deeds, which we either 
have done, shall do, or can do, as things that be far too weak 
and insufficient and imperfect to deserve remission of our 
sins and our justification, and therefore we must trust only 
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in God’s mercy and that sacrifice which our High Priest and STRIC. 
Saviour, Christ Jesus, the Son of God, once offered for us on Fen 
the cross, to obtain thereby God’s grace and remission, as 
well of our Original sin in Baptism, as of all actual sins com- 
mitted by us after our Baptism, if we truly repent, and turn 
unfeignedly to Him.” BGS 
§ 6. In this explanation, two things at once occur to be 
observed. Ist.. That the Church, by her doctrine that ‘we 
are justified by faith in Christ only,’ meant nothing else than 
that, as regards the meritorious cause of our justification, 
we ought to renounce all our virtues and good works, and 
trust in God’s- mercy alone, and the merits of our Saviour. 
2ndly. That the Church so renounces the merits of good 
works in the matter of justification, as meanwhile plainly 
enough to assert the necessity of them for the obtaining of 
justification ; while she acknowledges that a true and un- 
feigned repentance (which certainly is not only a good work 
itself, but embraces also many virtues and good works) is an 
indispensable condition for obtaining remission of sins, (which 
the author of the Homily, both in this exposition and con- 
tinually elsewhere, holds to be equivalent to justification). Of 
this exposition moreover, it 1s twice declared that this is the 
true and right meaning of the article, ‘we are justified by 
faith in Christ only.’ 
§ 7. But it must also be especially remarked, how the 
author of the Homily prefaces this exposition. “ Although this 
doctrine be never so true, (as it is most true indeed,) that we 
be justified freely without all merit of our own good works, 
(as St. Paul doth express it,) and freely, by this hvely and 
perfect faith in Christ only, (as the ancient authors used to 
speak,) yet this true doctrine must be also truly understood, 
and most plainly declared, lest carnal men should take occa- 
sion thereby to live carnally, after the appetite and will of 
the world, the flesh and the devil. And because no man 
should err by mistaking of this doctrine, I shall plaimly and 
shortly so declare the right understanding of the same, that 
no man shall justly think that he may thereby take any 
occasion of carnal liberty,’ &c. Then follows, in as many Hom.p.22. 
words, the explanation already cited. In the third part of the 
Homily, in the beginning of what had been said before in 
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explanation of the article, we have this recapitulation. “ You 
heard the ancient authors’ minds of this saying, ‘ Faith in 
Christ only justifieth men,’ so plainly declared, that you see 
that the very true meaning of this proposition or saying, ‘ We 
be justified by faith in Christ only,’ (according to the meaning 
of the old ancient authors,) is this: We put our faith in 
Christ, that we be justified by Him only, that we be justified 
by God’s free mercy, and the merits of our. Saviour Christ 
only, and by no virtue or good works of our own that is in 
us, or that we can be able to have, or to do, for to deserve 
the same; Christ Himself only beg the meritorious cause 
thereof. Here you perceive many words to be used to avoid 
contention in words with them that delight to brawl about 
words, and also to shew the true meaning, to avoid evil 
talking and misunderstanding,” &c.; and therefore that man 
must be blinder than a mole who does not see that this 
exposition is put forth by our Church as the genuine, entire, 
clear, and perspicuous doctrine of the article, ‘we are justified 
by faith in Christ only ;’ so that whoever embraces this, must 
be accounted so far to have satisfied her judgment and 
expectation. Moreover, in the words of the Homily quoted 
last by us, it must be especially noted that its author ex- 
pressly declares that all questions and controversies which 
are or can be moved about the words and expressions of this 
article, provided there be agreement about the meaning of 
his exposition, are to be avoided, as idle, useless, and even 
harmful contentions in words. 

§ 8. Now, how often both in my Dissertations and in the 
Examen, have I plainly avowed my agreement hereto, con- 
cerning the explanation of the article. I fear not to chal- 
lenge your malice and more than Vatinian hatred, to sift 
thoroughly every word I have any where written, and to 
bring forward a single sentence or word which departs from 
the doctrine laid down in this exposition, even, as they say, 
a finger’s breadth: and if you still have doubts as to my 
candour and sincerity, I would not refuse to clear myself (if 
necessary) by oath. Therefore, before God as my judge, 
whose anger I deprecate not, if I have knowingly deceived, I 
testify to all men, that I truly, sincerely and heartily agree 
and subscribe to the eleventh article of our Church, according 


that given in the Harmony. 221 


to the explanation she has herself given, (the words of which sTRIC. 
I take in their present usual signification, without any equi- **1U- 
vocation or mental reservation). 

§ 9. What more would you ask of me? or do you demand 
that I am to fall down before, and embrace as oracles, all that 
certain particular doctors have added of their own explana- 
tion of this article, on account of their great names? You 
will never force me to do this, my Wensurer. Your explana- 
tion however of this article, ‘we are justified by faith in 
Christ only,’ viz. that we are justified by faith alone as a 
single virtue, and that before all true contrition, before all 
obedience on our part, nay even before any readiness to obey: 
nor yet by any act of faith, but by that only which you call 
‘trust ; by this act of faith moreover, not as it is an act or 
virtue, or condition required in the Gospel covenant, but as 
an instrument whereby to lay hold on Christ’s righteousness, 
and which makes it our own; making also His righteousness 
our own, not only in effect, 1. e. as regards the saving fruits 
and effects of it, viz. the remission of our sins, and our accept- 
ance to salvation and eternal life, but formally, so that that 
righteousness is made really ours, and we are accounted by 
God to have performed it, and hence are made perfectly 
righteous and free, not only from all punishment, but even 
from all fault of sin; so that in this justification, no place is 
left for remission of sins properly so called :—this, I say, your 
explanation, Inasmuch as it is diametrically opposed to the 
interpretation of the article given by the Church herself, as 
also to Holy Scripture and right reason, I fairly and broadly 
avow, that I neither do, nor ever will admit; and I would 
venture to promise, if the votes of the more learned divines 
in our Church were taken one by one, you would scarcely, 
if even scarcely, find one in one hundred who would not 
laugh long at your follies, or rather bitterly lament them, 
and be indignant withal, that so gross Antinomianism should 
be thrust on the sons of the Church of England as her 
doctrine. 
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At length then, by God’s help, I have despatched the 
Strictures of my Censurer on the principal points of my 
Dissertations. Every where have I dealt honestly: and 
though I do not deny that I have passed over very many 
things, yet I can solemnly avow, that I have done so because 
I really thought them to be of such a nature as either to 
require no answer, or if they did, to be such as had already 
been answered in what I had said in other points, either in 
the Harmony or in this answer. I trust, however, that in 
this little work I shall have been so far successful as that this 
book, which a malignant Censurer has loaded with so great 
odium, will hereafter shew itself to be, in all main points of 
the question at least, sound, Catholic, and orthodox, to every 
fair mind. But if I have erred in questions introduced by 
the way, or in explaining some of the more difficult passages 
of St. Paul, (which, though I do not remember to have been 
pointed out by my Censurer, yet from the dulness of my 
intellect, and the abstruse nature of the subject-matter, I can 
easily suppose,) I pray God the Father of mercies, in Jesus 
Christ our propitiation, that such weakness of mine be not 
laid to me as a sin, or become harmful to others. I will close 
this discussion in the words of a holy and learned man, 
which square more suitably with my littleness: “ In St. Paul’s 
Epistles, there is room for. an elephant to sink; how much 
more a flea such as myself? Whence, in passages like this, I 
will eat as much as I can: what remains, I will burn with fire, 
following the exposition of the holy Catholic doctors, and 
contented with it. For no mortal man can penetrate the 
depth of the Epistles of St. Paul the Apostle.” 
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§ 1. Havine read through the work of the Reverend T. PREF. 
Tully, Doctor of Divinity, which he has entitled “ Justification 
as taught by St. Paul,” (Justificatio Paulina,) I confess I was. 
completely overcome with astonishment. It is nearly five 
years since I heard, from persons whom I could trust, that 
he had undertaken and begun an answer to the tract called 
“ Harmonia Apostolica.” All of us therefore who had enter- 
tained a fair opinion of his learning, were expecting that 
from such an author, after so long an interval, some excellent 
work would at last come forth: or (if the barren and un- 
fruitful cause which he had undertaken to defend would 
hardly allow of this) something certainly which might carry 
with it the appearance of a fair and full answer. Forsooth 
the lines of the poet had occurred to us— 


Could man’s right hand have in Troy’s cause prevailed 
Here was a hand for Troy that had not failed. 


At any rate we were expecting from the well-known kindness 
and piety of the man a candid and courteous answer, and 
further, one which would throughout breathe a spirit of 
sincerity and Christian love. 

§ 2. But every thing has turned out contrary to my ex- 
pectation: for not one entire chapter or paragraph has the 
reverend gentleman gone through of a book which he wished 
to have the credit of having examined most accurately, and 
in which he therefore expressly informs his reader that 
nothing of any moment had knowingly been passed over by 
him: the only place in which he appears to have accom- 
plished any thing of the kind, is in the argument concerning 
the meaning of St. Paul in theseventh chapter to the Romans, in 
which he answers the ninth chapter of my second Dissertation. 


And even how here he has really accomplished nothing will 
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plainly appear when we come to treat of that place. By far 
the greatest number of my arguments, and those of the 
greatest importance, he very prudently passes over in silence ; 
and the answers which he makes to the very few he just 
lightly touches upon, I had already abundantly refuted ; and 
yet he again brings forward these same, almost without any 
additional support. He himself uses arguments to which I 
had given sufficient satisfaction, keeping back from his reader 
in no fair way my solutions to them. He merely examines 
the digressions of my work, and, as if he were -leaping about 
on the extremities of branches, he here and there catches at 
a few little points lable to his bite. Lastly, (and what is 
worst of all,) he puts words and opinions in my mouth just as 
he pleases, which are no where to be found in my work, and 
of which I never even dreamed, and with these phantoms 
he strenuously carries on the battle. He also miserably 
pares away and mutilates my words, which if they were given 
in their full sense would suffice for their own acquittal, and 
thence he gets up wonderful pathetic stories fastening upon 
me I know not what absurdities and heresies. If the Doctor’s 
book teem not on all sides with such tricks as these, I am 
content to pass for a greater har than a Cretan. Forsooth 
this is his way of thoroughly refuting the ‘ Harmonist, as 
he calls him: by such artifices as these (which ill become a 
serious man, not to say a Doctor of Divinity) he gets up his. 
illustrious triumph over his adversaries. 

§ 3. But what, I ask, can you do with a book made up of 
fine words and empty pieces of rhetoric, of tragical sayings 
in no way belonging to the subject, of sophistry, sarcasms, 
and (to speak the truth) such manifest calumnies? For my 
own part, I remained long in doubt whether it would not be 
better to let the book go without any answer, until some 
pious and learned friends to whose judgment I owe much, 
suggested to me that there was need of some answer, lest in 
any point I might seem wanting to so excellent a cause, and 
that the book might not become a snare to the more simple 
and less educated, and do them injury by the deception of 
its sophistry, and its plausible language. They also added, 
that one ought to look to the credit and reputation of our 
most renowned theologians, and, further, of the much 
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revered prelates of our Church, since it requires no great PREF. 
wisdom to see that however unimportant a person I 
may be myself, they are wounded through my sides. For 
the reverend gentleman has taken occasion from my book 
(which it by no means afforded) to complain openly and 
before foreigners of the religion of our forefathers being 
innovated on by us, and that too by those who call them- 
selves most devoted sons of the Church of England, and who 
are now occupants both of our press and pulpits: he com- 
plains also of noxious dogmas which are disseminated on all 
sides by these same men, and this not only with impunity, 
but even (as he very often and plainly insinuates) with the 
favour and approbation of their superiors. 

§ 4. Thus spurred on, I immediately took up my pen to 
apologize not so much for the Harmonist (whom I could 
easily endure to see despised, abused, and trampled on by 
any one) as for the Fathers and most learned theologians of 
our Church, against whom the reverend gentleman has taken 
upon himself so free a licence of declaiming: and at the 
same time to expose, candidly, sincerely, and thoroughly, the 
real cause of all this ado. And if any where in this defence 
I am rather stringent, as is often the case, on the Doctor, 
this must be imputed to the indignity and atrocity of the 
matter, which could not be animadverted upon without satire. 
I hope, however, that by the grace of God I have so mastered 
my feelings, although justly roused, that nothing has escaped 
from my pen in the warmth and speed of writing, which may 
seem to have exceeded the limits either of the exact truth, or 
(all things duly weighed) of Christian meekness and humility, 
or in short, to use the words of casuistry, the moderation of 
a guarded innocence. However, that the reader may know 
what to expect in this answer, I may say that I have only 
followed the Doctor, step by step, up to the end of the fourth 
chapter; since in the four first chapters he may have 
appeared to some especially to have triumphed, and to have 
completely crushed the poor Harmonist, by the authority 
both of the ancient, our own, and the rest of the reformed 
Churches. And of those points which here and there in the 
other chapters, after having lengthily refuted or rather 
grumbled at, first Bellarmine and then Baxter, are directed 
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by him against the author of the Harmony, one meets with 
hardly any thing of consequence which has not been already 
abundantly refuted in the Examen. Wherefore, not to go 
over old ground, I shall leave those chapters untouched. I 
shall in the last place examine with greater accuracy the 
short Dissertation which he has added on the meaning of 
St. Paul in Rom. 7, on which point our former critic had 
found no fault with us. With these few remarks by way of 
preface, let us (and may it be with good success) enter ; 
upon our Apology. 


SECTION I. 
ON THE TITLE OF THE BOOK. 


§ 1. I begin with the title of the book. And here what 
do I hear? “The doctrine of justification as taught by 
St. Paul &c., maintained against recent mnovators.” An 
odious expression, with which he has taken care that his 
opponents should be branded in the very title-page of his 
book, so that he might by this method gain the hatred of 
those unacquainted with them, and might keep credulous 
persons, prejudiced by this imputation, from a true inves- 
tigation of the matter: he speaks m the plural too, that all 
may know that this invective is not directed against me 
alone, but that very many others in our Church, of the 
same opinions as myself, are also censured. And that there 
might be no doubt concerning his meaning, he complains 
loudly and mournfully in his Preface, “That the Church of 
England, attacked on all sides, traduced in the streets, the 
pulpits, and the press, seemed as it were to be dragged 
behind a triumphal car;” and in the same place he says that 
he is speaking of what is well known. He elsewhere says 
that the truth which he defends is not only abused and 
laughed at by Socinians and Papists, but even by those “who 
perfidiously serving the interest of one or other of these 
parties, shamelessly take to themselves the title of Sons of 
the Church of England :” and he adds in the same passage, 
“that he speaks of what is the common theme every where 
in every pulpit and press.” 

§ 2. What foreigner is there who in reading these 
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words would not suppose that our English Church, once the s £ ¢ T. 
glory of the reformed world, had been transformed into the |: 
common receptacle of Heretics, Papists, and Socinians, 
and that there had almost been a total defection of our 
divines from the faith and doctrine of the first reformers ? 

A more tragical appeal than this was never made nor 
could have been made even by the schismatical author of 
the “ Apostacy of the Laudians.” Meanwhile, what do the 
prelates of our Church? what, has some stupefaction come 
over them, that they take no pains, nay, no thought about 
stopping this apostacy ? or, like those in the parable, are 
they so soundly, heavily, and with both ears asleep, that 
their enemies may scatter their tares on all sides securely 
and with impunity? In good truth they are. Yes, if we 
believe the Doctor, so far from opposing this growing evil, 
they even lend it a helping hand, and so wish the worst to 
those few (amongst whom surely Dr. Tully takes the lead) 
who are zealously contending against it. What other mean- 
ing, I ask, have these complaints, that the doctrine which 
he is about to defend “is in very ill repute,” that “the p. 6. 
fiercest hatred was displayed” against its upholders, that 
they must not expect any other reward than “ sneers, hatred, 
and reproach?” Nay, when about to publish his work, he 
imagined terrible “lions in his way,” to whose awfulness ibid. 
nothing was equal, save “the terror of the Lord, who in His 
own good time will confess those that confess Him, before 
His Father and His holy angels, and will deny those that 
deny Him.” Any one unacquainted with our affairs would 
suppose that the Marian age was come again in England, 
in which freely to confess necessary truth was to earn the 
praise of a confessor, and even to affect the crown of martyr- 
dom. On the other hand, Dr. Tully would not have his 
reader ignorant of the fact that those who refuse to take up 
with himself the arms of civil war against the Harmonists 
and the other innovators, pull too much with the stream, and 
that the Harmonist and his associates are acting a part. 

§ 3. But whence this clamour? whence these vociferations 
about the reformed religion of our ancestors being innovated 
on by us, with which both our own ears and those of 
foreigners ring again? I will explam in few words; I will 
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SECT. give the reason candidly, and, as the subject requires, freely. 


vid. inf. 
sect. 7. 


In this controversy about justification, we are mnovators, in 
the eyes of Dr. Tully and his friends, because we will not 
have thrust upon us those empty and inexplicable shifts and 
subtleties (to say no worse of them) with which they them- 
selves have interpolated the eleventh article of our Church, 
whilst at the same time we heartily embrace that very sense 
of the article which alone our Church openly professed to 
have intended. Next, we are innovators because we prefer 
the consent of all antiquity to the single opinion of Calvin. 
We are innovators because we do not give the same place 
and respect to the canons of the Synod of Dordt as we do 
to the decrees of general Councils, received in the whole 
Christian world, of which canons (of Dordt) some of the 
most eminent prelates of our Church long ago freely and 
openly warned us® that they never had been approved or 
received in England by any public consent of the Church, and 
that they never ought to be: inasmuch as some of them are 
plainly repugnant to the clear definitions as well of our own 
Church as to those of other great reformed Churches: 


‘ whence it follows that even before they were originated in 


that Synod, they had been condemned and rejected under 
the name of the Lambeth Articles, by Queen Elizabeth of 
glorious memory, and by those well-tried men, as the same 
prelates affirmed, who had been her counsellors in matters 
of religion. We are innovators because we are unwilling 
that that system of theology (which has been patched up 
by new teachers, and those foreigners too, who were by no 
means favourable either to the doctrine or discipline of our 
Church) should any longer have such a hold in our schools 
and Universities, that one is not permitted even to hint or 
whisper any thing against its definitions, theories, or con- 
clusions; and that students in divinity should be taught 
that the basis of their studies was to be founded on it: and 
because we lay down that the writings of the ancient doctors 
approved by the Catholic Church, and specially of those who 
lived nearer to the time of the Apostles, should be diligently 
read, and received with proper reverence, by all. Lastly, we 


* See an Epistle of the Bishops, in Buckingham; Heylin, Cypr. Anglican., 
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are innovators (for a strange reason indeed!) because, after gs ECT. 
the Sacred Scriptures, we regard and reverence early and —' 
pure antiquity, and advise others to follow its unanimous 
judgment wherever it can be found, (as it certainly can be in 

all points of greater moment,) whilst in other points each 

man’s opinion should be left free, so he disturb not Chris- 

tian charity and the Church, since we are persuaded that 

this is the best, nay, that this is the only way of putting an 

end to the unhappy controversies which at the present day 

have rent the Church of Christ into so many parties. 

§ 4. This is their intention, this their fault whom this 
Doctor of Divinity has been pleased to stigmatize with the 
invidious name of innovators. A few words will suffice to 
shew how unworthy of a true son of the Church of England 
is it to brand any one with this reproach on such grounds. 
very one who is not a mere novice in the history of our 
Church, must know that our Reformation was in all respects 
conformed to the example of the ancient Church Catholic, 
that is, so far as it was possible, and the age would allow: 
hence the order of Bishops was retained in England, that 
new form of ecclesiastical government being rejected which 
by the advice of Calvin had been established in neighbour- 
ing Churches. Hence forms of public prayer, rites, and cere- 
monies, all of them most ancient, have been religiously observed 
amongst us. Hence certain ancient doctrines, although 
ereatly at variance with Calvin’s tenets, such as universal 
propitiation through Christ our Saviour, defectibility of justi- 
fying faith (of which hereafter), of the eternal salvation of all 
infants born of Christian parents, and sealed by Holy 
Baptism, who may afterwards die without having committed 
actual sin, all these have been fixed and established amongst 
us: so that even from the original constitution of our re- 
formed Church, her sons may learn how much deference 
they ought to pay to the judgment of the ancient Catholic 
Church. Hence too that Canon ” concerning preachers, (which 
has been pointed out in the Examen,) almost in the earliest 
times of our Reformation, namely, in the year 1571, was 
sanctioned by the consent of a full provincial Synod, and 
afterwards ratified by the royal authority of Queen Elizabeth : 

> Collect. Canon. Lond. edit. 1671. p. 238. (p. 19.) 
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SECT. “And above all, they shall take care that they preach no- 

——— thing to be religiously held and believed by the people, 

except that which is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old and 

New Testament, and which the Catholic Fathers and Ancient 
Bishops have collected from that very doctrine.” 

Hence amongst the rules and directions which, by the 
advice of the Bishops, the wise King James the successor of 
Elizabeth recommended to the special care of the Vice- 
Chancellor, the Heads of Colleges and Halls, the two Pro- 
fessors, and the two Proctors in the University of Oxford, 
(when the Puritanical faction was more than usually strong 
there,) the following direction was inscribed: it is the seventh 
in order’. “That young Students in Divinity be directed 
to study such books as be most agreeable in doctrine and 
discipline to the Church of England, and excited to bestow 
their times in the Fathers, Councils, Schoolmen, Histories 
and Controversies, and not to insist too long upon Compen- 
diums and Abreviatures, making them the grounds of their 
study in Divinity.’ If this most prudent advice had come 
into the Doctor’s mind, he never would have put before the 
youth of our University (and unless I am much mistaken 
without a precedent) his Enchiridion of theological teaching, 
corresponding more nearly, as will be shewn in its proper place, 
to the tenets of Calvin, than to the doctrines of our own or 
the ancient Church. | | 

§ 5. Hence the most eminent theologians of our Church 
have constantly and openly declared that they entirely em- 
braced the consent of the ancient Fathers, and that they 
would never admit any thing, either in doctrine or ecclesiasti- 
cal government, which was contrary to it. So the learned 
Saravia, whom we justly number amongst our divines, in the 
Preface to his Defence against Beza, says: “ No innovations 
may be made contrary to the unanimous and constant con- 
sent of all the Fathers of the ancient Church, without the 
express command of God. For this I freely declare : whoso- 
ever takes away all authority from the Fathers, leaves none 

cap. 7. for himself.” And again in the same Defence: “ This, Beza, 
p Itl, and as many as think with him, deny: and yet the Fathers 
understood it otherwise: to whose unanimous voice, God 

¢ Vid. Heylin, Cypr. Anglic., p. 71, 72. 
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forbid that I should prefer the judgment of Beza, Calvin, or SECT. 
any of the new teachers, and should consider that they were —_/:__ 
wise but the Fathers not.” So the great Jewel in his Apology 
says: “ We have approached as near as ever we could to the 
Church of the Apostles and ancient Catholic Bishops &c.: and 
have not only modelled our doctrine but also the sacraments 
and form of public prayer after their rites and customs.” 

In like manner, the learned Bilson against the Puritans. De perpet. 
“ Be not unfair,” he says; “ we refuse none of those things Ree 
which the primitive and ancient Church of Christ ever 15. [p. 
generally approved and adopted, as contained either openly ane) 
or by implication in the Scriptures. No, this is your cus- tacite 
tom.” So also the great Casaubon, acting as interpreter Epist. ad 
for our King and Church: “ Our King,” he says, “ together Sau P. 
with the Church of England, declares that he acknowledges 
that doctrine to be both true and necessary, which, flowing 
as in a channel from the fountain of holy writ, has come 
down to these times by means of the consent of the ancient 
Church.” Elsewhere he says, “ Unless I am much mistaken, Epist.709, 
the most wholesome part of the Reformation is in England, eae: " 
where, together with the love of truth, there flourishes the mas. 
love of antiquity.” | 

But with much earnestness, as is his custom, the learned 
Montague in his Origines, writes, “ Our new theologians 
who have lately come upon us, who perhaps are foolish, 
certainly are young, acknowledge this agreement and ounnus- 
consent of all antiquity. But they are not moved by “” 
tradition. Much deference, say they, is to be paid to the 
veneration of ancient Churches and holy Fathers. All this 
is well. But why listen to their words when I see their 
actions? When I see the hoar hairs of antiquity not merely 
hooted at but assailed by mere boys, and men of no estate, 
wiseacres that think themselves wits? ‘But we must obey 
God rather than men.’ Very good, in case God commands 
one thing, and man another. But that is the question: they 
should prove, and not give sentence. Nay, there is no ques- 
tion. We hold firmly, against the whole faction of innovators, 
that from God, from God’s word, mind, and will, the ancients 
did never depart. They say they did. Pooh! what is the 
authority of these innovators, that when they say so and 
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others deny it, we should agree with these rather than with 
those? When ever did the Spirit of the Lord go from the 
Church, to speak to those who stood against the Church ?” 
With him agrees his most reverend successor in the See of 
Norwich, Joseph Hall. “Surely,” he says, “ whosoever 
willingly subscribes to the word of God, sealed in the ever- 
lasting monuments of Scripture, to all the ancient Creeds, to 
the four general Councils, to the common consent of the 
Fathers for six hundred years after Christ: (which we of the 
reformed Church religiously profess to do:) if he may err in 
small points, yet he cannot be an heretic.” Let our great 
Hammond close the list of authorities’. “The Church of 
England,” he says, “ offers herself to the whole Christian 
world to be recognized by this mark, and by this to be justly 
estimated by posterity, namely, that in deciding on contro- 
versies of faith or practice she has always kept this point fixed 
and established, (and upon this basis she wished the British 
Reformation to rest,) that the first authority should be given 
to the Scriptures, and, after them, the second to the Bishops, 
Martyrs, and ecclesiastical writers of the first ages.” 

From all these passages it is clear (Gif indeed we must stand 
by the judgment of the greatest divines in our Church, and 
even of the Church itself) who they are who are to be 
accounted as really imnovators, those namely who forge 
doctrines differmg from the consent of our ancient Bishops, 
or who set to work to alter that form of government which has 
been every where received in the Catholic Church. 

§ 6. Here then I take my stand: Let Dr. Tully, when he 
has searched through my Harmony from beginning to end, 
bring forward one single proposition which I have defended 
that is at variance with the decrees of the ancient Catholic 
Church, and I will instantly give myself up to him as con- 
quered ; without a moment’s delay I will confess that he has 
most justly branded me with the name and infamy of an 
innovator, nor will I refuse openly and publicly to retract my 
error or heresy, whichever it be, and to sign my recantation 
before the whole Christian world: and I will then pay the 
penalty of rashness and heterodoxy (as they say Sulpitius did®) 


* Dissert. contra Blondel. prozm. © Gennad. in Catalog. Vir. Illust. 
cap. 14. sect. 13. [p. 50.] 
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by the everlasting silence of my pen and tongue. God SECT. 
knows the secrets of my heart : I am so averse to any itching eae 
desire for innovation in theological doctrines, (however the 
Doctor of Divinity, usurping the tribunal of the Supreme 

Judge of all, may confidently impute it to me,) that whatever Just. Paul. 
has been approved of by the consent of Catholic Fathers ? °°: 
and Ancient Bishops, even though my poor intellect cannot 

see it, yet I embrace with all reverence: in truth, when as a 

young man I was writing the Harmony, I learnt from no 

small experience, (which now in more matured age I am 

most persuaded of,) that no one can oppose Catholic consent 
without his bemg in the end found to have opposed both 

the Divine oracles and sound reason, however much some 
passages in Holy Writ, imperfectly understood, and the 
appearances of shallow reasonings, may seem for a time to 

favour his cause. Daily with sighs and groans do I bewail 

that unbridled licence of preaching, which in our England 
(though not in our Church of England, as Dr. Tully com- 

plains) has been permitted for some years past from dire 
necessity, as it has been thought. But in a word, my sin- 

cere wish is, that the ancient customs and doctrines may pre- 

vail, Ta dpyaia €0n, Soypata, kpateitw: nor do I abominate 
certain tenets of Dr. Tully from any other reason, more than 

that I am convinced they are thoroughly opposed to the 
unanimous opinion of the ancient Fathers. 

§ 7. But since the Doctor is not ashamed, throughout his 
invective, to throw out against the supposed innovators those 
popular reproaches of Popery and Socinianism, (which after 
all are not very consistent, or likely to be found together,) I 
have thought it advisable to meet severally these two charges 
once for all. With regard to Popery, he calls us “rivals of the p. 4. 
Papists, flatterers of the Jesuits, and that perfidiously serving p. 8. 
their interests, we shamelessly take to ourselves the title of 
Sons of the Church of England.” In short, through the p. 76. 
whole of his eleventh chapter he is aiming at this alone, 
namely, to persuade his reader that our view of justification 
is not a finger’s breadth different from that of the Papists, 
and even from those who maintain the merit of works in the 
matter of justification. But that you may perceive the full 
venom of his malignant and exasperated mind, listen to his 
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own words. “ Nor indeed are either the Papists wont to 
deny this, nor those adversaries who, as yet, had rather be 
known under another name.”” Who these are, differmg only 
in name from the Papists, will be too plain to every one who 
reads his book, namely, not only his detested Harmonist, 
but very many of our divines occupying (and we have the 
Doctor’s word for it) our churches, pulpits, and press, with 
whom he (the Harmonist) agrees. How atrociously does he 
calumniate all these by that single expression “as yet,’ so 
well do those somewhat skilled in forging calumnies know 
how to blast the fame of others even by a word. As if 
forsooth, those divines, who, up to this time, have been 
pleased to bear the name, and only the name of reformed, as 
soon as a convenient opportunity shall offer itself, were ready 
both to lay aside the name, and openly to pass over to the 
ranks of the Papists. But I beseech all who care for truth, 
piety, candour, and peace, that they do not believe the 
Doctor quite so easily. Let foreigners know (for no one at 
home, save a mere fanatic, would listen to these shameless 
charges) that there are and always have been amongst these 
divines whom Dr. Tully esteems as innovators, very many, 
who, in their most excellent published works, have strenu- 
ously and most successfully impugned papistical errors, nor 
have any triumphed more gloriously in this cause than some 
of these. I forbear from giving their names, that I may not 
hurt the modesty of as many as are still amongst us, or incur 
the ill-will of others. Nevertheless the champions of the 
Papal cause know and feel that what I say is true, to their 
cost. All who are good men, and fair judges of the matter, 
congratulate us, nor will a grateful and equitable posterity 
cease to acknowledge it. As far as I myself am concerned, 
who am the least of those divines who have been accounted 
worthy to suffer reproach for the free assertion of the Catholic 
Faith, and true doctrine of our Church, which we have freely 
asserted against certain new dogmas, with the assistance of 
the Lord I had rather die a hundred times than embrace 
the Creed propounded in the Council, or rather conspiracy, of 
Trent. Whatever Romish errors the Church of England 
has condemned either in her Articles or elsewhere, (I say not 
this at random, but advisedly,) the same do I equally con- 
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demn. As far as I have been able I have anxiously en- SECT. 
deavoured to warn in time the more incautious of that small — — 
portion of the flock of Christ committed to my care, against 
the snares which the Romish emissaries have here and there 
craftily laid for our people, and even now do not cease to lay 
them. And I thank Almighty God that He has been 
pleased to make use of me, sinner that I am, as an instru- 
ment in extricating the souls of some from the depths and 
abysses of popish errors and superstitions. But what avails 
it to dwell longer on these points? Surely no sensible man 
would care for being thought a Papist by our Doctor, who 
ridicules and cries down the author of the Harmony as one 
who “lays his foundation in Rome,” merely because he teaches Just. Paul. 
“that true contrition necessarily precedes the justification of P* °* 
man,” and affirms this to have been always the doctrine of 
the ancient Protestants. Forsooth in this controversy all 
are Papists in his eyes who are not Antinomians. 

§ 8. Next, as regards Socinianism ; I have solemnly de- 
clared again and again in my Examen that I altogether 
abhor that most destructive heresy. But the reiterated 
calumny of the Doctor compels me to explain my belief more 
at large, as it 1s opposed to the tenets of this most unhappy 
heresiarch. First then, there are two poimts mm Theology in 
which it is but too plain that Socinus, to the great danger of 
himself and followers, has most widely departed from the 
path of Catholic doctrine, the one relating to the Person of 
Christ our Saviour, the other to the benefits we obtain by 
Him. Concerning the former, the wretched dogmatist teaches 
that Christ, whatsoever be His greatness, in His own nature 
was a mere man saving His conception in the womb of Mary yary w- 
by the ineffable overshadowing of the Holy Ghost, without oe 
any intercourse of man: that accordingly before He was born 
of the most blessed Virgin, He did not exist at all, which 
blasphemy I think deserving every kind of execration. 
That there is in Christ, besides His human nature, a 
divine nature, in which not only before Mary, but be- 
begotten of God His Father before all worlds, he had 
existed together with Him as His own True Son; and in 
which, by the will of His Father, He was the Creator of snuovp- 

this Universe, that is, of heaven and earth and of ali as 
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SECT. that is therein, as well of things invisible as visible,—all 
__|_ this, both the sacred oracles so often and so clearly declare, 
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and it has been always so unanimously believed of the 
Catholic Church from the very time of the Apostles, that I 
receive this article of the Divinity of our Saviour with the 
same degree of assent as I do Christianity itself, that is, 
(praise be to God) with the greatest. And that it may 
appear how entirely I abhor not only that of the Socinians, 
but every other heresy, and so am altogether a Catholic; I 
most heartily subscribe (God is my witness) to the Nicene 
Creed, which is, “In One God the Father Almighty, &c., and 
in one Lord Jesus Christ the only begotten Son of God, 
begotten of His Father before all worlds, God of God, Light 
of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made, being 
of one substance with the Father, by Whom all things were 
made, Who for us men and for our salvation, came down 
from heaven and was incarnate,” &c. 

Moreover some years ago I drew out certain historico-eccle- 
siastical positions concerning the Divinity of the Son, in 
which I trust that I clearly shewed the agreement of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers with the Nicene, as well concerning 
the “one substance” as “the co-eternity” of the Son, 
the tradition having been derived from the very time of 
the Apostles, as opposed to Petavius and others. But 
owing to ill health and the daily pressure of other cares 
and business, it has not as yet been in my power to put 
together my scattered sheets, and to finish my imperfect 
work. 

§ 9. Concerning the benefits we enjoy through our Savi- 
our, Socinus‘ denies that Christ has made satisfaction, or paid 
the penalty for our sins, or that He has undergone death in 
our stead. I, on the other hand, believe that it is perfectly 
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is nothing else than to die through the 
Servat. par. il. cap. 7. “I deny that 


cause or occasion of his sins. But he 


Christ has paid any thing for us to the 
Divine Justice.’ Andagain : ‘I confess 
that Jesus Christ died on account of 
our iniquities and for our sins: but 
yet I firmly deny that it follows from 
that, that Christ Himself satisfied the 
Divine Justice in any sense for our sins, 
or paid that to itwhich we ought to have 
paid on account of our sins. For to 
die on account of or for any man’s sins, 


certainly dies through the cause or 
occasion of anys sins, who dies in 
order that a man be brought back from 
his sins, and that it be made sure to 
him that his sins will be forgiven him, 
if he shall depart from them, and more- 
over that he should really feel and ob- 
tain the fruit of the same pardon and 
so the pardon itself. But, that all this 
might happen unto us, Christ died.” 


———— 
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clear, from innumerable and most explicit passages of Holy 
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Writ, that Christ has not only died for our good, (which ——& — 


indeed the Heresiarch confesses, and which is true of any mar- 
tyr,) but that He died also in our stead; that is, (to avoid any 
ambiguity of expression,) unless Christ had died, we, according 
to the Divine decree made against us, must necessarily have 
died: and since Christ has died, we shall not necessarily die 
eternally. But this beg granted, namely, that had it not 
been for the death of Christ we must have died, then the so- 
lution or satisfaction is straightway obtained from the nature 
of the case itself (as the greatest vindicator® of the Catholic 
Faith on this pomt has most excellently observed). For 
either we should have been punished with death justly or 
unjustly : not unjustly, for we had deserved death, therefore 
justly—and if so, we were debtors unto death; from this 
debt Christ has freed us by giving something. But to give 
something so that another may be freed by that from debt, 
is to pay, or give satisfaction. Socinus® rigidly denies that 
Christ by the sacrifice of His Cross merited that God would 
grant us remission of our sins. 
on account of the outpouring blood of Christ promised us 
any thing.” Forsooth, this is his constant teaching, that 
Christ died not for this, that He might obtain any promise 
for us from God, but only that He might assure us of the 
truth of the promises made by God, as if spontaneously and 
without any intervening propitiation. 
believe that Christ our Saviour as the true Son of God the 
Father, and greatly beloved by Him, by that stupendous 


Yea, he denies “ that God lib. i. 
cap. 3. 


But I most firmly ~ 


emptying Himself of His glory in the assumption of céwois 


human nature, and His death on the cross, obtained from 
God His Father, or worthily merited for us, that God would 
grant us those great gifts promised to us in the Gospel 


£ Grot. de Satisfac. ix. p. 177. edit. 
Oxon. 1636. 


dying He paid to the Divine Justice all 


h The same in ch. 26 of the same 
book: ‘ Not only is the word satisfac- 
tion or satisfying no where found in 
Holy Scripture where it is treating of 
the salvation obtained for us by Christ, 
as you yourself confess, but nothing of 
the kind is even once found expressly 
written. Such as, that Christ by His 
death reconciled God to us; or that by 


the penalties due to our iniquities, or 
that by giving His blood as the price of 
our redemption He has delivered us out 
of the hands of Divine Justice: or that 
by His own obedience He compensated 
for our crimes; or that He worthily 
merited that God would grant us re- 
mission of our sins: or at least, lastly, 
that He has in any way appeased the 
anger of God for us.’’ 
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SECT. covenant, namely, remission of sins, eternal life, and, what 
ae necessary for the obtaining both those benefits, the gift 
of the Holy Spirit, under the conditions laid down in that 
same covenant: and accordingly, that the whole most 
gracious covenant of the Gospel entirely rests, and is 
founded upon the obedience of Christ, of which His death and 
oblation of Himself on the cross were the completion, as its 
mpoxat- SOle primary meritorious cause. The whole of this that 
ie 5 Apostolical and almost inspired writer Clement, has ex- 
oros pressed in a very few words in his Epistle to the Corinthi- 
ans, (which passage I have often quoted in my Examen, and 
as often repeat, because I wish, as it were, to inculcate in 
the mind of the reader the true and real meaning of the 
satisfaction of Christ so clearly explained in it,) where he 
charges the believers that they should seriously consider, 
“How precious was the Blood of Christ in the sight of God, 
which being poured out for our salvation, obtained the grace 
of repentance for the whole world.” Which words have this 
plam meaning; Of such value and so well pleasing to God 
the Father, was the obedience of His Son, even to the 
pra- death of the cross, (for indeed it was composed of ineffable 
"eer? ‘love to man, together with submission to God His Father : 
oixovoula and moreover by that dispensation the glory of the Divine 
attributes, justice and mercy, shone forth in a wonderful, 
yea, a stupendous manner,) that for His sake He made a 
most gracious covenant with the whole human race, which 
was involved in the guilt of sin and under His wrath, and 
which He might justly have altogether destroyed with the 
apostate angels ; by which covenant He undertook to give to 
all the remission of sins, and so eternal life under the con- 
dition of repentance, which comprehends the whole duty of 
fallen and sinful man returning to God. ‘This is the true 
Apostolic and Catholic doctrine concerning the satisfaction 
of Christ, thoroughly opposed to the tenets of Socinus, 
and which, so help me God, I heartily embrace. But 
those vulgar opinions most unworthy of this very awful 
mystery, those senseless and pernicious doctrines, differing 
no less from Christianity than Socinianism, which some new 
divines have brought forward in this question, far be it that 
I should mix these up with the Catholic faith. I mean, their 
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opinions who teach either that God the Father was really s Ec 'T. 
angry with His Son ever most beloved by Him, even when __! 
He was offermg Himself upon the cross for a “ sweet cis dcuhy 
smelling savour,” or that Christ m His passion underwent ee 2. 
the punishment and infernal torments of the damned; or 
that the Saviour of all offered Himself as a sacrifice only for 
the sins of a certain few; and that too, as they say, m their 
person, so that they themselves might be thought to have 
satisfied the Divine Justice, and be accounted through that 
satisfaction formally righteous, and free, in God’s sight, not 
only from the guilt of sin, but actually from its commission : 
or (which is the consequence of this view) that these few, for 
whom alone the satisfaction of Christ avails, have been by it, 
ipso facto, liberated and so justified at the judgment-seat of’ 
God, before they were born; and that that justification 
which is attributed to faith in the Scriptures, ought to be 
understood merely of the justification in the judgment of con-. 
science, or of the feeling and perception of justification which 
has taken place long before ; or lastly, that the salutary fruits 
of the satisfaction of Christ, revealed to us in the Gospel by 
the will of God the Father, and of Christ, depend solely on 
the one condition of a single virtue, namely faith ; which is 
clearly the opinion of our Doctor. They who have not only 
themselves built up upon this fundamental article of the 
Christian religion, such ‘wood, hay, and straw,’ together 
with the gold of Catholic doctrine, but have also obtruded on 
others, almost with anathemas, these additions, as if they 
were the very foundation itself, must look to themselves how 
they will hereafter give account at the judgment-seat of 
God. 

§ 10. But our opponents urge, that at any rate in the 
controversy about justification the Harmonist is a Socinian 
and has openly passed over to the ranks of Socinus. I an- 
swer: This is plainly false, even from what I have already 
said. For there is this vast difference between Socinus and 
the Harmonist on the chief point of all, namely, the primary 
meritorious cause of our justification, which the Harmonist 
constantly teaches is to be found solely in the propitiatory 
sacrifice of Jesus Christ: while Socinus actually acknow- 


ledges none at all. But what need is there of many words? 
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24:2 Necessity for fully refuting these calumnies. ~ 

This is the sum of my doctrine concerning the justification 
of man, (and if Dr. Tully can prove that I teach any thing 
beyond these two points, he has the victory,) that no one 
under the evangelical covenant which has been obtained and 
ratified by the meritorious outpouring of the Blood of Christ, - 
can possibly obtain remission of sins, and justification, with- 
out faith and repentance; and that without the fruits of 
faith and repentance, no one can possibly keep and preserve 
their justification when obtained. Now if this be Socinian 
doctrine, (for I may here allude to the words with which 
Dr. Tully somewhere ridicules the Harmonist,) then the 
Fathers are Socinian, the Church of England is Socinian, all 
the more sound among the reformed are Socinian, the very 
Gospel itself is Socinian. Who then will be ashamed of 
this Socinianism, which is honoured with such patrons? 

§ 11. I have dwelt longer in ridding myself of this charge 
of Socinianism, both because it is by itself of great conse- 
quence, and because I have heard from many quarters that 
this report about me has been so widely spread by the 
artifices and industry of my enemies, that I am now almost 
every where taken for a Socinian. Indeed I speak from 
experience that this atrocious calumny has not only been 
detrimental to my family, but also (and what most vexes me) 
a great impediment to the success of my labours in the sacred 
ministry. May Almighty God of His most plenteous mercy 
give them grace to repent seriously and in time, for so foul 
an injury towards their brother, that they may escape 
that tremendous judgment which awaits slanderers in the 
world to come. Meanwhile I comfort myself with the bless- 
ing of my Lord God and Saviour Jesus Christ, Who said, 
“Blessed are ye when men shall revile you and persecute 
you and say all manner of evil against you falsely, for my 
sake. Rejoice and be exceeding glad, for great is your 
reward in heaven.” So far then for the name of Inno- 
vators, under which Dr. Tully wished in the title of his 
book to crush his adversaries; the odium of which I have 
so removed, that I have omitted scarcely, any thing in 
the whole book which has reference to it. I have done so 
with this design, that now a sensible reader may proceed, 
with his mind free from prejudices, and without any obstacle, 
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to the examination of those points which relate to the SECT. 
question itself. tt 


SECTION II. 
ON THE PREFACE OF THE BOOK. 


§ 1. The thinking reader might conjecture from the 
Doctor’s preface, what he was to expect as he proceeded in 
the book itself. Indeed, no sooner is he started, than he 
goes wide of the goal: for in the beginning of his work he 
attempts to set forth with a weighty apparatus of words, of 
what consequence in the judgment of the Prophets, of Christ, 
of the Apostles, Doctors, of all the Churches, new and old, is 
the controversy about the justification of the sinner, namely, 
whether it depends on the merits of men, or only of Christ 
our Saviour. But I ask, who amongst his opponents, whom 
he particularly attacks m this work, has ever denied this? 
Wherefore I pass over this very long piece of rhetoric as 
clearly irrelevant to the subject. &mpoodid- 

§ 2. Then the reverend gentleman goes on to censure very ””’” 
severely those divines who thought they ought to abstain 
from the controversy which he himself is carrying on with 
so much zeal against the Harmonist and others, on the 
ground that it turned on a mere contest of words; that Acyoue- 
is, they said that they had no other opinion about it, *” 
than that which all the more sound men amongst Protest- 
ants held, though perhaps expressed in other words. These 
he ridicules as sluggish, sleepy, and downright Gallios, who 
cared not which way the chief points of Christian doctrine 
were defined so long as they themselves could enjoy their 
ease, and he ridicules and inveighs against them in these 
words: “I know not what torpor (in this sluggish age) has p. 3. 
seized those also who perhaps make no contrary definition, 
that they should consider the most grand and important of 
all controversies as a mere useless contest of words, and thus 
take good care that it never deprive them of their sweet 
slumbers.” That this certainly is a mere question of words, 
whether faith which is fruitful, or faith in that ct is fruitful, qua 
justifies a man under the Gospel covenant, I have observed 
myself in the Harmony, Diss. I. vi. 2. p. 38, where also I have 
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shewn the consent of all sound Protestants on this point. 
Only I noted in the same place, that the common run of men , 
had conceived most dangerous errors from the doctrine of 
justification having been explained in unappropriate terms 
by certain reformed divines whose opinions and views in 
other respects were sound and orthodox, which errors these 
divines in vain endeavoured afterwards to remedy by their 
minute distinctions and cautions. I praised that wise saying 
of the great Grotius on this point, “Incautious ways of 
speaking lead to pernicious consequences.” Nor indeed is 
the Harmony taken up with these questions of words, its 
object and design being to reconcile the apparent difference 
of the two Apostles in a most important matter; and by far 
the largest part of it treats of the hard sayings of St. Paul, 
which the Apostle St. Peter of old complained were under- 
stood in bad and dangerous ways by the unlearned; and would 
that we in the present day had no just ground for the same 
complaint. If from this work, which, alas! is but too neces- 
sary, some contentious persons have taken occasion of gene- 
rating empty questions of words and useless controversies, 
this is not to be imputed as my fault. But when Dr. Tully 
in the same place seriously warns those divines who seem to 
me to be prudent and moderate men, “that they do not 
account as nothing the great things of Divine truth,” it is 
worth while to know what these great things are, for which 
he considers we should earnestly contend. Listen then 
attentively to the Doctor’s subtile theology. We are justified, 
he says, by faith only, and that, not as a human work, 
although good, nor only as a condition laid down in the 
Gospel, but as an instrument, apprehending and applying 
the righteousness of Christ alone. We are justified indeed 
by faith, which is ‘the hearty acceptation of Christ as our 
Lord and Saviour ;? but beware lest you attribute justifica- 
tion to that part of faith which has reference to Christ as 
Lord; “ But since the offices of Christ as Priest, and Lord, 
or King, although always the same and undivided in their 
subject, are yet formally separated by the intellect ; it follows, 
that justification, which arises solely from the satisfaction of 
Christ, not from His dominion, and which in its formal con- 
ception is included not in the mortification of sin, but in its 
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non-imputation, or the absolution of the sinner, must have s ECT. 
for its primary or formal object Christ as Priest or Saviour. _1! 
In the other conceptions of them, Christ, I confess, is the 
object of justification, as the ‘ which’ or material, as Saviour 
alone and Priest, the formal or ‘ by which;’ that is, (so that 
these scholastic distinctions may not hurt* tender minds,) 
although Christ be alike Lord and Priest, and as a whole is 
received in justification, yet as a whole in every sense, 1. e. 
looking at all His offices at once, He is not formally required 
for justification, but only in that He is Priest, and satisfying 
the law.” Who in his senses is not indignant that these 
trivial distinctions should be bandied about as the great rcwroao- 
things of Divine truth, some of which you can scarcely, and 7“ 
hardly that, bring to a definite meaning, as when Christ is so 
often called ‘the object of justification?’ And yet this is 
nothing. Dr. Tully reverences as the great things of Divine 
truth some very pernicious doctrines, which are dreadful to 
Christian ears, and contends for these as for our very religion 
itself. Of this kind are, that man is justified, i. e. that his pp. 30— 
sins are remitted, and a right to salvation given him, before gee 
he repents and is really contrite ; that a wicked man is justi- 
fied in the conjunctive sense, i. e. whilst he still remains sensu 
wicked; or that each man is wicked before justification, Bee 
whatever be the account of it; that no virtue or work of Pp. 53. 
man is requisite for justification, any more than for a man 
already born that he may be born. Certamly Dr. Tully 
takes good care that this controversy be not hereafter 
esteemed as a mere question of words, when he openly yw7 
defends the very dregs of Antinomianism, as apostolical, epeNG 
Catholic doctrine, and the doctrine of all reformed Churches, 
and so confidently obtrudes them upon us. 

§ 3. But who is not amazed at that truly tragic discourse 
which Dr. Tully, as if from a platform, thunders against the e suggesto 
Harmonist and the rest of his adversaries, namely, that 
“justification badly understood, was that stone of scandal p. 3, 4. 
and rock of offence at which the Jews stumbled, because they 
sought for life amidst the sepulchres of works, justification 
not from the law of faith, but from works; that the contro- 
versy is confessedly not about limits, but about the entire 
possession; not for the walls, but for the palladium of 
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SECT. Christianity: where even from the least stumble (as with 
++ those walking on the ice) the greatest danger may arise: that 
there is no hope of obtaining salvation from God, if the one 
only way be unknown: lastly, when the sacred page points 
out to us two ways of being justified before God, the way of 
faith, and that 6f works, and puts these face to face, and so 
often and so openly puts aside whatever steers between the 
two, that to choose which path a man will take, is not a mere 
game of dice, but rather as it were the pledge and agreement 
for eternal life’ Who, I say, is not wholly astounded at 
these words? Does Dr. Tully seriously believe that in the 
question of the justification of man, we agree with the Jews, 
that is, that we hope for righteousness and salvation from the 
law of Moses or from any of our own works, without Christ 
as our Mediator? Does he seriously believe that we have lost 
the whole possession of our faith, and the very palladium of 
Christianity; that we are ignorant of the only method of 
obtaining salvation, and, as he says, of the two ways of being 
justified before God, the one leading to life, the other to de- 
struction ; that we have chosen this latter as the pledge and 
agreement of our most miserable eternal fate? If so, may 
God have mercy on the man whom judgment or charity 
have so entirely deserted. Let the reverend gentleman 
know, that I know of no other method of obtaining justifica- 
tion and salvation beside this. I most firmly believe that if 
I yield a full assent to the Gospel of Christ, and if I truly re- 
pent through that faith, that is, by the grace of Christ cast 
off the yoke ‘of all mortal sin, and seriously devote myself to 
the obedience of the Gospel law, that through the supreme 
mercy of God the Father, and through the sole merits of His 
Son my Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, Who for my sins, and 
the sins of the whole world, offered a true propitiatory Sacri- 
fice to His Father, all my past sins, as many and as great as 
they may be, will be fully remitted. And I so trust that my 
sins are really remitted, and that I am already placed in a 
state of grace and salvation, as I am assured, from a serious 
examination of my conscience according to the rule of the 
Gospel, concerning my faith and repentance. I believe that 
as long as I bring forth worthy fruits of faith and repentance, 
that is, while I keep from those crimes which according to the 
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Gospel exclude a man from the kingdom of heaven, and sECT. 
earnestly practise good works, as well of piety towards God — ~~ - 
as of justice and love towards my neighbour, I shall preserve 

the grace of remission and justification I have received, 

and that at length, if I die in this state of righteousness, by 

the same mercy of God, through and for the sake of Christ, 

I shall attain eternal life and salvation. I believe that it is 
possible for me to fall, and after having received the Holy 

Spirit, as our Church says, to depart from grace, and therefore, 
according to the advice of the Apostle, ‘I work out my own Phil. 2.12. 
salvation with fear and trembling.’ I believe that in the 
Gospel, pardon is promised to as many as have fallen, and as 

often as they do so, so that they only renew their repentance 

before their death and “do the first works;”’ but that to these Rev. 2. 5. 
same neither space of life nor grace, by which they may 
repent, is any where promised: and that so that saying of 

St. Augustine is most true, that “God does not give perse- De Cor- 
verance to some of His sons whom He has regenerated in Cae 
Christ, and has given to them faith, hope and love.” I 8.[§ 18. 
believe that a certain extraordinary grace is given to some by a 59.) 
the will of God: but I deem it to be the greatest madness 

for any one to presume on that grace, or to assure himself of 

any thing for certain, beyond the promises of God made to us 

in the Gospel. Lastly, I am most persuaded that throughout 

the whole course of my salvation, from the beginning even to 

the end of it, the grace and assistance of the Divine Spirit is 
necessary for me, and that I never have done, or can do, any 
spiritual good without Christ. And yet Ido not hold up the 
necessity of grace as a veil for my own slothfulness, inasmuch 

as I know that that grace is not given except to those who 

pray unceasingly for it, nor its effect except to those who 

watch. Indeed our Lord Himself has joined these two things, 
watching and prayer, and so has taught us (as a very learned ABAD 
interpreter has observed) how fitly Divine assistancé works BE 
together with human diligence. For he who is commanded Mat. 26. 
to watch is not actuated as ‘a moveable piece of wood with Teen 36. 
sinews not his own:’ he who is to pray is shewn that he 

stands in need of Divine assistance, without which all human 
industry is vain. This is the way of obtaining salvation, on 

which, by the grace of God, I have entered, or certainly meant 
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SECT. to enter; and which I chose, both because this is clearly 


shewn to me in the Holy Scripture, and because it is a 
trodden and safe way, which all Catholic Christians for at 
least fifteen hundred years from the birth of our Saviour 
have trodden before. If Dr. Tully knows of another, let him 
follow it at his own peril, if he has so determined with himself, 
which I hope he has not: he certainly will not have me as a 
companion. 

§ 4. I know not indeed with what sincerity Dr. Tully 
declares that he has unwillingly entered the lists of this con- 
troversy. What, does he enter unwillingly, who without being 
called, ay, and against the consent of the governors of the 
Church, to whose judgment he ought to have submitted, has 
intruded and thrust himself into the controversy: who after 
having been rejected three times by those who had the care 
of the press, (I say what I know to be the fact,) at last has ob- 
tained permission to print somewhat secretly, and by no very 
praiseworthy artifice? But forsooth the incitements of so great 
a cause have urged him on. In the first place, what contumely 
is 1t against those heads of our Church who have not only 
favoured so great a cause, but have exercised their authority 
against it? And then if zeal only for a great cause, and as 
he presently expresses himself, the avenging of sacred truth 
has dragged him into this contest, why did he refuse an 
amicable conference by writing, which I myself offered him ? 
For the reader may know that when I was once speaking 
with the Doctor, concerning his work against me, which was 
then, as he expresses it, just in the birth, I most earnestly 
implored him to have a regard for the peace of the Church, 
and to be very careful that from the publie disagreement of 
two divines of the same Church, no occasion should be given 
either of slander to schismatics and enemies of our Church, 
or of stumbling to the weak: and moreover, I entreated him 
that he would communicate his papers to me in a friendly 
manner, under this condition, that if he could prove in them, 
that I had written any thing contrary to sound doctrine, I 
would not refuse publicly to retract my error: he answered, 
that “he would send me, perhaps in a short time, a copy of 
his papers.” Dr. Tully knows that I speak the truth, and 
that I also have as a witness to the fact a divine of well-known 
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trustworthiness, who was present at our conversation. But I SECT. 
was never permitted to see these papers, till they became, by 
means of the press, public property, and were exposed to the 
eyes of all men. 

§ 5. The reverend gentleman at the close of his Preface seri- 
ously exhorts his opponents with these words. “This much, I p. 6. 
beseech and implore the supporters of the opposite cause, 
that if they are meditating an answer, they do it with such 
candour, sobriety, and reverence for Christian peace, that we 
may hold different opinions, if not with safety to the cause of 
truth, at any rate with our friendship unbroken.” Gocd 
sentiments indeed! and would that he himself had observed 
the law he lays down for others. But how can he have a 
love for candour, who has decked out his answer to his 
_ adversary’s work with such artifices as I have mentioned 
above, so opposed to all straightforwardness? Where is his 
sobriety, reverence for Christian peace, desire of preserving 
friendship safe and sound with those who differ from him, 
when he every where describes those of different opinions to 
himself as sophists, innovators, deserters of the doctrine of 
the Church of England, notwithstanding the repetition of 
their oaths and subscriptions ; as rivals of the Papists, fawners 
upon the Jesuits; as men perfidiously serving the interests of 
Papists, or Socinians, under the false name of Sons of the 
Church of England; as temporizers, and such like? Surely it 
is but a meagre excuse which he gives for the intemperance 
of his pen, when he says, “'Truth, I confess, may sometimes p. 5. 
demand vehemence of style, but never fury ;” as if all vehe- 
mence of style which keeps itself within furiousness were 
to be esteemed sobriety. If it de so, I bid the reverend 
gentleman be quite easy as to the sobriety to be observed by 
the supporters of the opposite cause, since there is nothing in 
his book to drive any of his opponents into furiousness. 


SECTION III. 


ON THE FIRST CHAPTER—STATE OF THE QUESTION. 


§ 1. Dr. Tully seems to have been desirous of shewing, 
in defining the state of the question how “ accustomed he 
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was to splitting hairs in controversy,” the skilfulness in that 


———— art he had pretty evidently assumed to himself in his Preface. 


LE 


p- 8. 


ibid. 


Harm. 
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But here the reverend gentleman exalts himself in a 
wonderful way, and looks down, as it were from a lofty 
eminence, upon his adversaries. Jor he ridicules them as 
“ Sophists,’ and deluded bits of men “ fighting with 
shadows,” and says that the “ state of the question had been 
miserably confused by them;” but “he himself promises to 
explain it briefly, simply, and clearly.” And not content 
with this, when about to close the chapter, he bids his reader 
if “he would not wander in the clouds, keep in mind” his 
explanation of the state of the question, as he will then easily 
perceive “what light straws of petty reasonings”’ are held 
out by his adversaries, “ instead of solid arguments.” Come 
then, let us see if he can produce any thing answerable to 
such ostentations, and such magnificent promises. 

§ 2. “In the first place,’ he says, “we lay down that 
there never was any controversy in the reformed Churches, 
either amongst themselves, or with others, whether faith 
which justifies be barren or unfruitful, and bereft of good 
works, as opportunity offers; such a faith all dismiss from 
the work of justification,” &c. If this be true, let him see in 
what way he can reconcile his doctrine with the common 
opinion of all reformers. For according to his theology, 
justifying faith, when it justifies, is quite a barren thing, 
without any good work or virtue; inasmuch as it justifies 
before any sanctification of the heart, and so before true 
contrition for sin, whilst a man is still wicked and destitute 
of every good work. But how can he dismiss from the work 
of justification, a faith bereft of good works, when he attri- 
“butes justification to faith, before every good work even 
internal? In vain does he proclaim that saying of some 
divines, “Faith pregnant with good works justifies before 
the birth,” since that clever apothegm has been amply re- 
futed by us in another place. Besides, one cannot conceive 
how, in any intelligible way, a man can be really wicked 
before justification, and destitute of every good quality, as 
Dr. Tully asserts, who in any intelligible way possesses 
a faith pregnant with good works, before justification... 

§ 5. He proceeds: “ Nor, secondly, is it made a question, 


Inconsistency of his teaching. 251 


whether, together with justifying faith, the radical seeds, or 
(if you had rather) the habit of the other virtues be im- 
planted ; for this is granted on both sides.” Again, I do not 
see how the Doctor’s theology is consistent. For, if together 
with the habit of justifying faith, the habit of the other 
virtues be implanted, it follows that this implanting of the 
habits of the other virtues must precede justification, for 
Dr. Tully confesses that justifying faith precedes justifica- 
tion, and indeed it is self-evident. Elsewhere the reverend 
gentleman eagerly contends that sanctification, which he 
makes to consist in the implanting of those habits, is 
altogether posterior to justification, and (as we have seen) 
that a man at the very moment of his justification is entirely 
wicked. Dr. Tully might say, perhaps, (which indeed he 
does say,) that the implanting of the habit of faith is alto- 
gether, in order of nature, prior to justification, and that the 
implanting of the other habits of virtue is posterior to it: 
but yet that these three works of Divine grace, namely the 
implanting the habit of faith, justification, and then the im- 
planting the habits of the other virtues, are contemporaneous, 
and, as they say, are effected in one and the same moment. 
Wonderful acuteness ! But I answer, Ist, if we were to allow 
that any such instantaneous infusion of the virtues were to 
be found, that would not lessen the difficulty. For since our 
adversaries confess that a man is not justified by the mere 
habit of faith, but by some act of faith (whatever that may 
be) proceeding from that habit, it follows that some interval 
of time must come between the implanting of the habit of 
faith and the justification of man, in which this justifying 
act of faith may be performed; whence any one may see that 
if the habit of justifying faith and of the other virtues be 
implanted at the same time, the implanting of the other 
virtues cannot possibly be in any way, either in time or 
nature, posterior to justification. But 2ndly, to state the 
matter plainly, I consider that this widely-spread doctrine of 
the simple and instantaneous infusion of all the Christian 
virtues at once into the soul of man, whether it be before or 
after justification, 1s very erroneous, and moreover is the 
fountain and spring of other important errors in theology. 
May I then, with the reader’s permission, explain briefly, by 
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the way, one most useful, and in many points, most necessary 


- truth. 


§ 4. And first we must lay down this as a foundation, 
that Christian virtues are habits, neither simply mfused nor 
simply acquired, but mixed, that is, partly infused, partly 
acquired. ‘To explain myself: these virtues are not habits 
simply acquired, because they are by no means acquired 
through any previous acts on our part, without the grant of 
the grace of God, and assistance of the Holy Spirit. Nor 
are they habits simply infused, for this unassailable reason ; 
that which is simply infused, it were in vain and even absurd 
to impose upon us as a duty, or condition, necessary for 
obtaining salvation. (For why is that enjomed upon us by 
God, which God Himself alone creates in us?) But these 
virtues are so imposed upon us, and not in vain, therefore 
they are not simply infused: what then? I should call these 
virtues (in the words of a most learned man) certain acts of 
ours which are excited and brought out by grace, preventing, 
calling forth, assisting, accompanying and subsequent upon 
them, but in such a way that the frequent and continual 
performance of these acts at length generates in the soul 
certain habits, by which we have the will and ability to 
perform the acts themselves easily, willingly, and constantly. 
For in supernatural things it must be granted that the 
moving principle of the acts themselves is a supernatural 
cause, which need not be in things natural. And this being 
granted, the entire necessity, dignity, and efficacy of Divine 
grace can be kept entire together with created nature itself, 
which still exists under sin. For we must look upon grace 
in such a light as not to do away with the whole created 
nature of the subject on which it acts, which must of neces- 
sity follow, when it is taken for granted that such an infusion 
and influx of the implanted habit passes immediately on into 
action. With this then laid down as the foundation of our 
argument, it will not be difficult to explain intelligibly 
(as far as human weakness can do so) the reason, order, 
and as it were, method of the whole dispensation by 
which, through the grace of the Holy Spirit, saving virtues 
are generated in our souls, and our salvation is procured. 
Certain acts or dispositions (as they are called) necessarily 
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precede the justification of man, by which a man is rendered SECT. 
fit and able to receive so great a blessing from God: such —1E— 
are, sorrow for sin, hatred of sin, humble submission to God, 

flying to God’s mercy, placing our hope in Christ our Media- 

tor,the desire of the Divine favour; before all things, a stead- 

fast purpose of leading a new life, and the like; all of which 

are comprehended in Holy Writ under the two words, Faith, 

and Repentance. These acts however, or dispositions, by no 

means proceed from the mere strength of a man’s will; but 

are altogether produced by the Holy Spirit, preventing, 
exciting, assisting, accompanying (though not as yet dwelling 

in) aman. They are nevertheless produced in the man and 

by him through the grace of God, not in an instant, which is 
impossible, (since it is of itself manifest, that for a man to 
produce all these acts, there is need of time, and as it were a 

series of pious reflections,) neither necessarily, or as they say, 
irresistibly : but gradually, and in such a measure as a man 

obeys the leading of the Divine Word and Spirit. To a man 

thus through grace disposed, that greatest of blessings, justi- 
fication, is given through the great mercy of God, and by 

and for the sake of Christ ; his sins, however many or great 

they may be, are fully forgiven, and a right to eternal 
salvation is granted him : and then upon the man now justified, 

and so presented with the privilege of adoption, “ the Spirit viodectas 
of adoption” is sent forth to be as it were a sign of love and Gal. 4. 6. 
the seal of his adoption. This gift of the Spirit which follows 
justification, differs in two ways from the grace of the same 

Spirit, which prevents and effects the conversion of a man: 

first, because the Holy Spirit is united more closely and 

nearly than before to the soul now purged of its vices, 
penetrates more deeply into it, and pervades more fully all 

its faculties. Whence in the Scriptures the Holy Spirit is 

said, before a man’s conversion, to knock as it were at the 

door of the heart : but after conversion, to enter the inmost 

parts of the house. Secondly, because that most Holy Rey. 3.20, 
Spirit now dwells in, and as it were fixes His seat in the 

soul, which before He had only visited, and prepared by His 
preventing grace for a habitation for Himself, never to 

depart thence unless driven out by some grievous sin; and 

even should that ever happen, ready willingly to return if 
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only recalled by serious and timely repentance. These are 
not the dreams of innovators, but the truth itself most 
clearly handed down to us in the Holy Scriptures, which as 
they every where and in most clear expressions place the 
gift of the Holy Spirit after faith and repentance, and teach 
that the Holy Spirit is not infused except into souls already 
well prepared and disposed, so do they attribute faith as well 
as repentance, in terms equally clear, to Divine grace. I beg 
my reader to read, not superficially, but with attentive and 
serious examination, the following passages of Scripture :— 
Prov. 31.528 Isa. 57..15,. .and,.66: 1,2; Juuke Liga 
John 14. 17—23; Acts 2. 38, and 5. 32; Gal. 3. 14; 
Eph. 1.138; 1 Pet. 5. 5; Rev. 3. 20; compared with 
John 6. 44; Acts 16.14; Eph. 2.8; 2 Tim. 2. 25. 

This gift however of the Holy Spirit, which is posterior to 
faith, repentance, and even to justification, does not create (and 
this is of great consequence) new habits of virtue in a man, 
but only confirms, strengthens, invigorates, increases, and at 
length improves into solid habits, those more imperfect 
dispositions to virtue which had been before produced by 
means of preventing grace, and which we said were comprised 
under the names of Faith and Repentance. For true repent- 
ance (inasmuch as it includes the fear of God, love to God, 
though somewhat imperfect, hatred of sin, love of righteous- 
ness, &c.) has m it the seeds of all virtues, which afterwards, 
being more richly watered on by the grace of the Holy Spirit, 
grow up into the harvest of virtue and good works; whence 
all good works which come from a man already justified are 
spoken of in Holy Writ as “worthy fruits,” “works meet for 
repentance.”” But since the Holy Spirit increases in various 
ways (of which it belongs not here to speak) those previous 
good dispositions in the justified man: yet amongst those 
ways, this seems to be conspicuous, (to use the words of a very 
learned man,) that efficacious and powerful impression of the 
Divine favour on the mind, by which the hearts of the faith- 
ful, already imbued with the hopes of everlasting life which 
they have gained from the words of the covenant, are often- 
times so mercifully and sweetly affected and possessed with a 
surer sense of this hope, as if they already tasted and per- 
ceived in some way the powers of the world to come, and in 
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some degree were enjoying their promised reward. Our love $ E CT. 
to God is wonderfully kindled by this sense of His Divine ae 
favour : and to love, especially ardent love, nothing in virtue 

is difficult. These things are plain and easy, as far as the 
sublimity of the subject allows: but as to Dr. Tully’s philo- 
sophizings about the simple and instantaneous infusion of all 

the virtues at once, neither he nor any one else will ever be 

able to explain them intelligibly. But to return from our 
digression. 

§ 5. Dr. Tully proceeds: “And in the third place,” he 
says, “we will not moot the controversy whether good works 
are necessary to salvation, so long as they are in their proper 
place, and on their true foundation,” &c. But why has he 
not here (which was the right place) explained this measure, 
place, order, and foundation, according to which he confesses 
that good works are really necessary to salvation? Surely 
because he could not, with safety to his own hypothesis. 
For those elegant similes and metaphors which he so greatly 
delights in, plainly have nothing to do with the subject. 
“or building a house,” he says, “the assistance of each 
labourer is necessary, but not so necessary as that of the 
architect.”” “There is need of the handmaid in the heuse, 
who however, if she insolently act as mistress of the house, 
must be driven out with Hagar.” Just as if any of us 
had dared to assign the architect’s plan in building the house 
of our salvation, or that of mistress of a family in ordering 
the arrangements in the same work, to our good works and 
not to Divine grace and the merits of Christ. It is grievous 
to have to refute, so often such a manifest calumny: it will 
satisfy us, if Dr. Tully shall acknowledge, without deceit or 
false colour, any true use of good works necessary for ob- 
taining salvation, (be it such as that of a handmaid serving 
the mistress of the family in the house,) and does not esteem 
true holiness as Hagar, and altogether cast it out. But, I 
ask, what kind of necessity of good works does he acknow- 
ledge who does not hesitate to grant to a man who only be- 
lieves, before every good work, even internal, the right to 
salvation, and that too irrevocable? Does he say that good 
works are necessary only as signs of true and saving faith? 
But this necessity has respect to men, not to God, Whose 
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omuiscience does not stand in need of these signs and proofs. 
Or does he call them the necessary effects of true faith? But 
Dr. Tully will do a great thing and worthy of himself if he 
will tell us of any faith, which is merely faith, and which does 
not include love in its notion, whence good works necessarily 
spring. I know full well that he cannot do this. But I wish, 
all prejudice and pride being laid aside, that the reverend 
gentleman would read the full explanation of faith as I have 
given it in my Examen; or if he despises my writings, let 
him consult the illustrious Hammond, (and there is no dis- 
grace in applying to such a master,) in his posthumous tract 
on the Agreement of St. James and St. Paul, annexed to 
another on the Eternity of Hell Torments, which is almost 
entirely taken up in refuting this error. 

§ 6. Dr. Tully goes on. “Nor fourthly, is there any 
controversy whether in a declaratory sense a man’s justifica- 
tion is to be attributed to his good works, whether in his 
own heart and at the tribunal of conscience, or abroad before 
others; for a tree is known by its fruits.” Excellent advice 
indeed! as if forsooth any one in his senses would suspect 
that in the question of the declaratory justification of a man, 
(as it is called,) whether at the tribunal of conscience or 
before others, was the real issue of the controversy between 
the Doctor and his opponents. Meanwhile I am ignorant 
how Dr. Tully can take it for granted that a man is justified 
abroad before men, that is declared just by his good works. 
Certainly no good works of ours meet the senses of other 
men, besides external ones, but these a hypocrite, most re- 
moved from justifying faith, can do equally as well as a true 
Christian; which is so true that the Apostle plainly teaches 
us that a man may perform outwardly the most heroic 
works, as giving all his goods to the poor, and undergoing 
martyrdom for Divine truth, who is plainly destitute of true 
love, and so of justifying faith. For the answer that Dr. 
Tully in another place makes to this, that the tribunal of 
man is fallible, and that men can justify the wicked and 
condemn the innocent, but that civil tribunals do the same, 
and yet do not cease to be tribunals, as this proves a fault in 
the judges, but takes not away the jurisdiction of the court— 
this, I say, is of no weight. For neither is it the fault of the 
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judges that men do not judge surely concerning the good- $ ECT. 
ness of others, but the cause is the want of a standard by ed ee 
which they might judge surely in this matter. For, in fact, 
it is but some miserable little man thrusting himself into 
another’s tribunal and daring to pass sentence concerning 
another man’s conscience, which is subject only to the 
knowledge of God. We may indeed hope well of the in- See 1 Cor. 
ternal goodness of another, but this is not to pass sen- a 
tence. 

§ 7. Dr. Tully at length prepares himself to explain the 
very issue of the controversy. “This then,” he says, “is 
the point in debate, or true state of the question, (as it is 7 xpws- 
defended by the reformed Churches,) namely, what that is, 
at the sight of which, or for the sake of which, God receives 
into a state of grace sinful man, a child of wrath, who is under 
the curse of the law, absolves him from that curse, and then 
makes him an heir of everlasting life. And indeed on God’s 
part it seems agreed that it is the merits of Christ alone, 
in which the Father is well pleased. The difference of opinion 
arises from the application of these merits, namely, what 
that is, which, by application, makes this inestimable treasure 
ours. Our opponents at home say, with the Papists, that it 
is ‘faith and works,’ we, ‘faith only,’ and that not as a 
work of man, although it be good, but as apprehending, 
sealing to ourselves, and applying the righteousness of Christ 
alone,” &c. 

There are many points here deserving answer: but I will 
take notice of three only. 1. The Doctor’s expression, ‘seems 
to be agreed,’ concerning the merits of Christ alone, is bad. 
Away with this word of uncertainty. It not only ‘seems’ 
but it is ‘certain,’ that we admit nothing of ours as merito- 
rious in the work of justification and salvation. 2. With his 
usual candour he joins as it were in wedlock his opponents 
at home with the Papists: though he knows well enough 
that the parties are not as yet agreed. 38. With regard to 
the question itself, excellently indeed, and in a manner quite 
becoming a Doctor of a University, does he explain the 
point at issue, or true state of the question, in figurative or 7) kp.vé- 
metaphorical and so uncertain expressions. Thanks be to’ 
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but we are in doubt how it is applied, namely, whether by 
that ‘apprehending, sealing, applying, he means the re- 
quisite condition on our part. If so, we firmly assert that 
the single virtue of faith is not the only condition laid down 
for us in the Gospel for obtaining remission or justification, 
but that repentance is requisite for that in addition ; and we 
may wait in vain for the reverend gentleman to give any solid 
answer to the arguments with which we support this asser- 
tion. But if he means any thing else, deeper than this, would 
that he had leisure to explain intelligibly to us so great a 
mystery. Thus far we have heard Dr. Tully. But I appeal 
to the conscience of the reader whether he has profited one 
jot from this laboured explanation of the question. Let us 
see whether something more definite and clearer may be 
drawn from these innovators. 

§ 8. Not to say any thing of the leading cause of our jus- 
tification, (for all Christians allow that to be the mercy of 
God,) reformers are agreed concerning its formal cause, 
namely, that it consists in the remission of sins, and accept- 
ation of a man to eternal salvation. So the Augsburg Con- 
fession in the article on faith, having brought forward very 
many passages of St. Paul in which he speaks of the justifi- 
cation of man, subjoins: “ Justification in these passages of 
St. Paul means, remission of sins, or reconciliation, or impu- 
tation of righteousness, that is, acceptation of the person.” 
In like manner our Church in the Homily on Salvation, part 
the first, almost in the very beginning: where after it has 
stated that no one in the sight of God is perfectly righteous 
and quite free from sin, adds: “Therefore every man of ne- 
cessity is constrained to seek for another righteousness or 
justification to be received at God’s own hands, that is to 
say, the forgiveness of his sins and trespasses in such things 
as he hath offended.” It explains it more fully afterwards, 
where it thus describes the justification of infants sealed in 
Baptism, and dying before the commission of actual sin: 
that “ washed from sin” (i. e. original) “by the sacrifice of 
Christ, they are brought to God’s favour, and are made His 
children, and inheritors of His kingdom of heaven.” There 
are indeed some divines amongst the reformed who make 
the formal cause of justification consist in the remission of 
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sins alone; but their meaning, as explained by themselves, 
differs only in word, and not essentially from the former. 
For they say that the remission of all sins requires that to 
whomsoever God, according to the Gospel covenant, remits 
sins, he should at once be considered righteous, and worthy 
of the reward of righteousness, that is, eternal life. For (say 
they) since sins are partly of commission, when some com- 
mand of prohibition is violated, partly of omission, when a 
positive command is. neglected, he who has his sins of either 
sort remitted, is considered perfectly righteous, and so worthy 
of his reward. They add, that full remission is of all punish- 
ment, as well of loss as of sense: and therefore, whosoever 
obtains full remission, has restored to him the right to the 
eternal kingdom which he had forfeited through sin: so that 
here there is but a question of words. Refer, however, to our 
explanation of the true notion of justification in the Examen, 
answers to Stricture III. and IV. 

§ 9. Secondly, all the reformed are agreed (for with 
justice we erase Socinians from the list) about the primary 
meritorious cause of our justification, that it 1s only to be 
sought in the satisfaction of Christ our Lord. 

§ 10. Thirdly, it is agreed upon amongst the more sound 
of the reformed divines, that Christ has not, by His own 
satisfaction, obtained remission of sins, and a right to eternal 
salvation for us ‘absolutely,’ but under ‘a certain condition’ 
laid down in the new covenant: and so that no one is justified 
‘immediately’ by the satisfaction of Christ, but those only 
who shall have performed this condition. Certainly one and 
all of the confessions of the reformed Churches agree on this 
point. There have not been wanting, I know full well, cer- 
tain schismatical pretenders to theology amongst us (at whose 
head was that Crisp whom I have mentioned elsewhere) who 
have dared openly to teach that all the elect, immediately 
from the death of Christ and even from eternity, inasmuch as 
the death of Christ was seen in the Divine decree as accom- 
plished, have been absolved from the guilt of their sins; and 
that that justification which takes place in time, and is so 
often mentioned in the Scriptures, is nothing else but a cer- 
tain joyful sense or perception of justification before accom- 
plished and finished. But it is now a long time since these 
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dregs of men with their mad doctrines have been exploded 
from amongst us. 

§ 11. The whole controversy therefore is concerning the 
indispensable cause, or sine gua non, or condition on our part, 
which is requisite for justification. In short this is really 
the point to be decided; on this the question turns; “ Under 
what conditions the remission of sins and the right to eternal 
salvation are promised to us in the Gospel covenant?” Dr. 
Tully says, under the condition of faith alone, as a single 
virtue ; we, in agreement with the Prophets, with Christ, His 
Apostles, with all the doctors of the ancient Church Catholic, 
with the Fathers of our own Church, with the more sound of 
the reformed divines, constantly assert that it is under the 
condition of faith and repentance. In a word, the sum of 
our doctrine, as I have said, is this: In the Gospel covenant, 
procured and ratified by the meritorious satisfaction of Christ 
our Saviour, remission of sins and a right to eternal salva- 
tion is obtained on our part by faith and repentance, and 
these privileges are preserved by the fruits of faith and re- 
pentance. Whoever shall attend to this explanation of the 
question, will, I have no doubt, wonder how, in so plain, easy, 
and clear a matter, any controversy, not to say one so bitter, 
could have arisen amongst divines of strong judgment, and 
lovers of peace and truth. 

§ 12. And now, in a few words to bring the sum of this 
argument to a point, and place before the reader the whole 
controversy, as it were, at one view; our conclusion to be 
proved against the Doctor is this; that besides faith, true 
repentance is also required by the Gospel as altogether 
necessary for any one to obtain remission of sins and a right 
to eternal life. To support this position we do not heap 
together, as Dr. Tully supposes, frivolous straws of reason- 
ings from the sacred page badly understood, but we make 
use of most plain passages of Scripture, which hardly need 
any deduction of consequences. In truth, the whole Bible, 
from beginning to end, is full of proofs which most clearly 
shew the necessity of true repentance for obtaining remission 
of sins or justification. From so great a number it will be 
sufficient to give some of the most remarkable: the voice of 


Is. 1. 16— the Gospel sounding through the Gospel Prophet is, “ Wash 
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you, make you clean; put away the evil of your doings from S$ EC T. 
before Mine eyes; cease to do evil; learn to do well, &c.; pers iane 
Come now and let us reason together, saith the Lord ; though 

your sins be as scarlet they shall be as white as snow: 

though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool.” 

Where the promise of remission annexed to the command of 
repentance shews how great is the necessity and efficacy of 

the one to obtain the other. But what can be imagined 

plainer than the following? “ But if the wicked will turn Ezek. 18. 
from all his sins that he hath committed, and keep My 7)~?* 
statutes, and do that which is lawful and right, he shall 

surely live, he shall not die. All his transgressions that he 

hath committed, they shall not be mentioned unto him: in 

his righteousness that he hath done he shall live. Have I any 
pleasure at all that the wicked should die? saith the Lord 

God, and not that he should return from his ways and live ?” 

And again, “Repent and turn yourselves from all your ver. 39,31. 
transgressions, so iniquity shall not be your ruin,’ &c. To 

these may be added Ezek. 83. 11—16. In the New Testa- 

ment it is said John Baptist was sent by God “to preach the Mark 1. 4. 
baptism of repentance for remission of sins,” where the end, 

and means conducing to it, are put together: the end, re- 
mission of sins, or justification; the means, Baptism and 
repentance. He therefore who teaches that man’s sins are 
remitted before he truly repents, puts the end in execution 

before the existence of the means; than which nothing can 

be more absurd. Hence the Lord Jesus said to His disciples 

“ that repentance and remission of sins should be preached Lu. 24. 
in His name.” Having this in his mind, St. Peter preached pats 
to the Jews in this way; “ Repent, and be baptized every one Acts 2. 38. 
of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of 

sins :” also, “ Repent therefore, and be converted, that your Acts 3. 19. 
sins may be blotted out,’ &c.: so also to Simon Magus, 

“ Repent therefore of this thy wickedness, and pray God, Acts s. 22. 
if perhaps the thought of thine heart may be forgiven thee.” 

Lastly, the Apostle St. John, “If we confess our sins, He is 1 Joh.1.9. 
faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from 

all unrighteousness.” Where by synecdoche all interpreters 

are agreed that in the word ‘confession,’ the whole of re- 
pentance is included, and the Apostle saith as much in ver, 7. 
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SECT. of the same chapter. Now the reader may judge whether 

ae we, who establish our opinion by so many clear passages 
from Scripture, (to which we might add many more no less 
clear,) can be rightly charged with having collected frivolous 
straws of insignificant reasonings from misinterpretations of 
the sacred volume. 

§ 13. But what does Dr. Tully bring against these clear and 
manifest arguments? Certainly not frivolous straws of in- 
significant reasonings, but one miserable little bit of sophis- 
try, than which not even chaff itself is lighter. Thus he 
argues against the constant doctrine of the Prophets, of 
Christ and His Apostles, of Doctors, Churches, old and new, 

Justif. of foreign ones, in fact of all. “If true and evangelical 
sh? vepentance be placed before justification, then it is either 
before faith or after: if after faith, then also after justifica- 
tion; otherwise a faithful man will not be justified, and in 
reality will be in the same condition as an infidel, which 
reason (even that of our opponents) will not allow. If this 
repentance be placed before faith, then faith will not be the 
root and beginning of repentance,” &c. Forsooth, the reve- 
rend gentleman presses us here with a dilemma, but a weak 
one indeed, and useless, inasmuch as it is clearly bad in one 
of its horns, as it is called; for we affirm, without fear, that 
true and evangelical repentance, or change of heart, ought to 
be placed after belief of the Gospel; since it is not possible 
that he can repent according to the Gospel, who has not first 
believed’ in the Gospel. And yet, says Dr. Tully, if repent- 
ance be placed after faith, therefore after justification also. 
We deny the consequence: how does he prove it? by an 
absurd argument; because otherwise it might follow that 
a faithful man is not yet justified, and so is in the same 
condition as an infidel. There is a palpable equivocation in 
this word ‘faithful.’ Faithful means two things; either a 
man who has faith perfected by love, or one who is endued 
indeed with faith, but not as yet with such a faith which 
penetrates powerfully into his heart and will, and so elicits 
true love towards God. If the word be taken in the former 
sense we again deny the consequence. For from rejecting 
this proposition, “if repentance is to be placed after faith as 
a single virtue, therefore after justification also,” it does not 
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follow that it is possible that a faithful man, that is, one 
endued with perfected faith, is not yet justified ; since per- 
fected faith comprehends in its meaning true and evangelical 
repentance; but if the word be understood in the latter 
sense, namely, that he is called faithful who is endued with 
faith not yet perfected by love, and which has not yet pro- 
duced‘true repentance in a man, then this proposition, “It is 
possible for;a faithful man to be not yet justified,” is so far from 
having any thing absurd in it, that it is a most certain truth 
—yea, this is the very thing we are contending for, and have 
just abundantly established by proofs brought from Scripture, 
and many other arguments. Here, then, is a plain case of 
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begging the question, “than which,” as Dr. Tully elsewhere Justi. 


observes, “ there is hardly any other more troublesome kind 
of bad reasoning ; for this is not to argue, but to trifle, and 
to waste valuable time.” And thus far on the state of the 
question. 


SECTION IV. 
ON CHAPTER IL—CONCERNING THE OPINION OF 
THE FATHERS. 


Dr. Tully here for the first time attacks the author of the 
Harmony by name; but, alas! how unsuccessfully. 
For after mentioning this author, in a few lines below, he 


Paul. p. 
140, 


adds, “ We have him boasting that all the ships in the Justif. 


Pirzeus are his; that almost all the Fathers before St. Au- 
gustine are on his side about the righteousness of works. I can- 
not tell who has imposed upon him, unless it be some popish 
writer. Certainly it is quite plain that when he was writing 
these words he was but little acquainted with the writings of 
the Fathers.”” Who would not believe that I had really said 
all this, especially when the heading of the chapter is, “ Won- 
derful boastings of the Author of the Harmonia Apostolica 
concerning the Fathers?” But alas for the credit and con- 
science of the man! the reader may go through the whole of 
my Harmony, from beginning to end, and he will find 
nothing of the sort. And so Dr. Tully has neither given in 
the text or margin either the chapter, paragraph, or page, 
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SECT. where I had written this. I do not deny that I am quite 

— persuaded that the righteousness of works, such as I defend, 

was upheld also not only by the majority, but by all the 

Fathers before St. Augustine, nay, and by St. Augustine 

himself, and likewise by all Catholics after him; but that I 

ever said this in my Harmony I entirely deny. Is this the 

honesty which the reverend gentleman professes, and an 
example of which he wished to shew his opponents ? 

§ 2. But how is he so certain that when I wrote the Har- 
mony I was but little versed in the Fathers? Perhaps he 

- learnt this from those trustworthy persons whom he mentions 
in his Preface. I confess most willingly that all I do is but 
moderate: but it is clear that the Doctor meant, that at 
that time I was a mere novice in the writings of antiquity. 
But how, I say, does he know this? In another place the 

‘arias reverend gentleman gives the Harmonist unasked for praise 

139. for ability and industry. Now I can confidently assert that 
for five years before he could be called Harmonist, or had 
written his Harmony, he had given almost all his ability and 
industry, after the study of the Holy Scriptures, to reading 
the works of the Fathers, and of those especially who 
flourished in the three first centuries. For by the advice of 
a very great man whose memory he cherishes with honour, 
he thus commenced his theological studies: and would that 
he were worthy enough to advise the candidates in sacred 
theology of our Universities (notwithstanding Dr. Tully’s 
opposition) to do the same. 

§ 3. But it is not hard to see with what design Dr. Tully 
should have charged the Harmonist with this wonderful 
boasting, as he calls it, about the Fathers. He wanted to 
fasten this reproach on his opponent’s view, namely, that it 
was new, and repugnant to the consent of the ancient 
Catholic Church, and he considered it necessary for his 
purpose to attribute expressions to him which might give 
him the opportunity of discussing the opinion of the Fathers 
on this pomt. But however this may be, we are so far from 
avoiding this venerable tribunal of ancient doctors, that we 
take refuge there most willingly and joyfully, as in our own 
asylum. And since the reverend gentleman appeals to the 
Fathers, to the Fathers he shall go. 
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§ 4. Now we assert this of the Fathers generally ; that in SECT. 
all those places where they teach that man is justified by ; 
faith alone, they are not speaking of faith as a single virtue, 
but of faith in its complex meaning, or of faith perfected, and 
joined with true internal contrition and love; as faith is 
opposed, Ist, to external works, or the actual righteousness of 
works; or 2ndly, to works of the natural law, done before and 
without the knowledge, belief, and grace of the Gospel; or 
srdly, to the works of the Mosaic law; or lastly, to meritori- 
ous works of whatever description of which man might boast 
before God. And to this purpose the testimonies of some 
ancient writers are rightly and aptly brought forward by the 
author of the Homily on Salvation. But with regard to the 
Doctor, (to give him back his own words,) “although in this p. 13. 
controversy, when there are so many ancient champions 
and leaders standing against him, he does not scorn 
comrades, nay, he anxiously courts them, if by any means 
there might be an opening for enlisting them in his own 
service, yet unhappily for him, no one comes to his assistance, 
and he labours in vain to drag them on though they struggle 
against him.” We have heard him explaiming his opinion as 
opposed to ours in such a way as to assert that a man is 
justified by faith as a single virtue before all true contrition 
or repentance: that a wicked man is justified, that is, has 
his sins remitted, and he himself accounted as received into 
a state of salvation, while he is still wicked, &c. Now if 
the reverend gentleman can bring forward even one of the 
Fathers who has ever in his writings put forth such a perni- 
cious opinion as this, we will yield the day to him. So far 
from the truth is Dr. Tully’s assertion, that “the Fathers in p. 15. 
this controversy constantly and openly profess the same 
opinion with himself.’ But now let us hear the [Fathers 
themselves. 

§ 5. Irenzeus concerning Abraham, says, “ For he had iv. 13. 
learned from the word of the Lord and believed on Him, ee 2 Be 
wherefore it was counted to him for righteousness by the 
Lord: for faith which is in the Most High God, justifies a 
man.” I hear indeed the words of the excellent Father, but 
we-still want his meaning. Let him be his own interpreter ; 
nor. have we far to seek for the interpretation, for in the 
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SEC T. chapter immediately following of the same book he says, 
IV. «or this end the Father revealed the Son, that through 
en Him, He might be made manifest to all men, and that He 
might receive those who believe &c., into eternal rest. But 
to believe on Him, is to do His will.” Who in his senses 
would separate justification from such a faith as this? We 
must also here repeat those passages from this same book of 
[c. xiii. p. Irenaeus ch. xxvii. which we have already quoted in the 
ee ES to Hxamen, where these two, “to be justified by the natural 
Se a works of the law,” and “to be justified by faith,” are put by 
ssoduva. Dim side by side as equivalents. 
poovra § 6. Next is Origen, (the first of those Fathers whom 
asia Dr. Tully cites as witnesses to his view,) who in the third 
book of his commentary on the Romans, if we may trust 
Rufinus his translator, thus writes ; “The Apostle says the 
justification of faith only is sufficient, so that any one if he 
believes is justified though he have performed no work.” 
The answer to this is easy, for Origen is plainly speaking of 
faith perfected inwardly by the other virtues, as it is opposed 
to the performance of external works. ‘This is clear both 
ie.Origen. from the words of Adamantius, “though he have performed 
no work,” as also from the example presently given of the 
thief who believed, who certainly did not obtain justification 
without the internal virtues of the heart. Origen however 
more fully explams his opinion on this point in the fourth 
[sl.p. book of the same commentaries on Rom. 4, where he has the 
Bed following : “ But when I return to the Scriptures, I do not 
find that faith is counted to all believers for righteousness ; 
lastly, it is written of the children of Israel, ‘that they 
believed the Lord and His servant Moses,’ but it is not said 
as of Abraham, that it was counted to them for righteous- 
ness: ‘on this account I consider that there was not in them, 
as we have shewn to have been in Abraham, that perfection 
of faith, collected from many parts and gathered into one, 
which is worthy to be counted for righteousness.’” Shortly 
afterwards he says; “ His faith who believes on Him who 
justifies the wicked is counted for righteousness, if we re- 
member that which we have shewn above, that not his faith 
who only partially believes, but who believes entirely and 
perfectly, can be counted for righteousness; which faith is 
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such that it justifies even him who was wicked, so that he SECT. 
is no longer wicked like the thief who hung upon the cross 
and blasphemed, but is like him who confessed and _ said, 
‘Lord Jesus remember me when Thou comest into Thy 
kingdom.’”? What can be plainer than this? In his third 
Homily on Leviticus; where he is explaining allegorically ee ip: 
the law of Moses, ‘ast at the end, he says, “Is this then 1”! 
the moderation of the law given, that except a man has a 

certain sum of money, his sin cannot be absolved? Which 

if taken according to the letter is plainly absurd: but 

in its spiritual meaning it is certain that no one can receive 
remission of sins, unless he bring an entire, honest and holy 

faith, by which he may purchase the lamb whose nature is 

to wash away the sins of him that believes. And this is the 

holy shekel, an approved (as we have said) and a sincere 

faith: that is, where no deceit of infidelity, no perverse crafti- 

ness of heresy is mingled, so that bringing this true faith we 

may be thoroughly washed in the precious blood of Christ as 

an immaculate victim.” But if any one does not yet under- 

stand what Origen means by “the perfection of faith gathered 

from many parts into one,’ which alone is worthy to be 
accounted for righteousness: what is that entire, honest, holy 

faith, in which there is no deceit of infidelity, and without 

which there is no remission of sins: what, in short, is that 

sincere faith, which, if we offer to God, we are washed in the 

blood of Christ: let him go to that most explicit passage 

of an undoubted work of Origen’s, against Celsus, where lib. iii. 
Celsus, having attributed this absurd opinion to the Chris- G ree 
tians, namely, “that as some are overcome by pity, so God 7I.p.494.] 
_ through pity assists the bad, but despises on this account the 

good who happen to be without this affection.” Origen in 

the name of the Christians thus answers him. “ According 

to our view, God assists no bad man unless he be already 

turned to virtue, as also He never rejects the man that is 

already good; nor does He on account of their appealing to 

pity, relieve or pity any one (to use the word pity ma 
common meaning) but those who condemn their sins with 

their whole heart, and who bewail and lament over themselves 

as justly destroyed for their misdeeds, aud who bring with 

them such a change as becomes penitents; these, at length, for 
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. the sake of their change of heart He forgives, even those 


reformed from the worst life. This virtue, which has taken 
the place of vices now driven from their heart, obtains for 
them that their passed sins should be forgotten.” How 
unlike is all this to the tenets of Dr. Tully, who teaches that 
a man is justified, by I know not what manner of faith, 
before he is really contrite ; that a wicked man is justified 
while he still remains wicked! And yet Origen in the same 
place plainly testifies that the view which he was explaining 
was the common one of all Catholics in his own age, with the 
exception of some senseless persons. To these might be 
added, if it were necessary, certain passages in which Origen 
plainly teaches that some good works are necessarily required 
for man’s justification, such as a passage in Tract. 25 on 
St. Matthew. ‘In our conversations there are certain chief 
things necessary for the justification of our souls, such as 
these weighty matters of the law, judgment, mercy, and 
faith.” But enough has been quoted from Origen. 

§ 7, Let us pass from Origen to Cyprian. In the third 
book to Quirinus, he teaches that “faith avails for every 
thing,’ (as Pamelius reads, or “only” as the Erasmean 
MSS.,) “and that we are able to do in proportion as we 
believe.” But read the chapter which immediately follows, 
and you will soon see Cyprian’s meaning. The words are, 
“He can immediately obtain it”’ (namely, Baptism) “who truly 
believes. In the Acts of the Apostles; ‘See, here is water : 
what doth hinder me to be baptized?’ and Philip said, ‘If 
thou believest with all thine heart thou mayest.’” So Cyprian 
is speaking of one who believes truly, and from his whole 
heart, and whom he affirms can obtain salvation by Baptism, 
before he shall have performed any actual righteousness of 
good works: but who ever dreamed that Cyprian meant 
that any one could obtain remission of sins or justification 
before he truly repents, surely such an one must be a mere 
novice in the writings of the excellent Father. For he, if 
any one, every where declares, in a wonderful way, and, as 
some have thought, immoderately, both the necessity and 
efficacy of repentance for obtaining remission of sins. I will 
quote one or two passages on this poimt. Thus concerning 
the lapsed: “I entreat you, most dear brethren, let each 
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confess his sin while the sinner is yet among the living, &c. SECT. 
Let us turn to the Lord with the whole heart; and call as 
down the mercy of God, by expressing repentance for our 
offence by genuine grief. Before Him let the soul be laid 
prostrate, with Him let our sadness gain peace, on Him all 
our hope be leant. How we ought to entreat Him Himself 
teaches us. ‘Turn ye even to Me with all your heart and Joel 2. 12. 
with fasting, and with weeping and with mourning: and 
rend your heart and not your garments. To the Lord 
let us return with all our heart. Let us appease His wrath 
and displeasure with fastings, with weepings, and with mourn- 
ing.” So in his sixty-fifth Epistle he teaches that “ crimes [p. 85.] 
are done away with by proper satisfactions and lamentations, 
and wounds are washed away by tears.” Lastly, to the 
heretic Novatian, towards the end; “ Whilst the door of in- 
dulgence, brethren, is open, let us implore God with full satis- 
factions. Let us humble ourselves that we may be exalted.” 

§ 8. Hilary follows, who in the eighth canon on St. [p. 646.] 
Matthew expressly says that ‘faith alone justifies ;’ but let 
the whole passage be quoted, and it will be clear how far it 
is from helping the Doctor’s cause. Hilary, in treating of 
the paralytic whom Christ had healed, and whose sins He 
had remitted, says; “The Scribes were indignant that a 
man should remit sins; for in Jesus Christ they beheld but 
a mere man; and that which the law had not been able to 
loose was remitted by Him: for faith alone justifies.’ Now 
it is quite clear that he opposes faith to the Mosaic law, 
which too is also clearer in the ninth canon, where we have [p. 648.] 
these words: “No one is righteous by the law. He shews, 
then, that the boasting of righteousness was useless; for in 
addition to weak sacrifices, mercy is necessary to those 
placed under the law for salvation. For if righteousness 
had been by the law, pardon through grace had not been 
necessary.” 

§ 9. Let us now hear the great Basil. He thus speaks in 
his twenty-second Homily on Humility‘: “For this is that 
perfect and entire glorying in God when a man is not puffed 
up on account of his own righteousness, but acknowledges 
that he is destitute of true righteousness, and that he is jus- 

i Tom. i. p. 473. edit. Paris 1638. [Hom. xx. 3. vol. ii. p. 158.] 
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tified only by faith in Christ.” But it is plain from what 
presently follows, that only meritorious works are excluded 
by Basil, from which boasting might arise, or a righteousness 
absolute and entirely perfect, which a man could do by his 
own strength, without needing pardon, or the aid of the 
Holy Spirit. “Here,” he presently proceeds, “has all the 
loftiness of pride fallen: nothing is now left for boasting to 
thee, O man, whose glorying and hope consists in mor- 
tifying thy whole will, and in seeking for the future life in 
Christ, by the possession of the foretaste of which we are 
already in those things wholly living in the grace and gift 
of God. And it is God who worketh in us both to will and 
to do according to His good pleasure,’ &c. Read what 
follows. From others of his writings too it 1s quite certain 
that it never entered Basil’s mind that man was justified by 
faith as a single virtue alone, that is, had remission of sins 
given him, and accounted as accepted for salvation before 
true repentance. For he expressly asserts that faith is not 
sufficient without true repentance. Moral. Sent. Reg. 1. 
Elsewhere he no less plainly teaches that faith is not per- 
fected except by Baptism, by which our covenant is sealed 
with the Lord. So also in his work on the Holy Spirit, 
chap. 12, near the end, he says, “Faith and Baptism are the 
two modes of salvation cognate with, and inseparable from 
each other; for faith is perfected by Baptism, and Baptism 
is founded upon faith.” And presently, in the end of the 
chapter; ‘A profession indeed precedes, leading the way 
to salvation ; but Baptism follows, sealing our assent.” And 
surely the necessity of Baptism and of those things which 
dispose a man for Baptism, for obtaining remission of sins, 
which is repeated again and again in the Holy Scriptures, 
and which almost takes up every page in the writings of the 
ancients, affords sufficient argument thoroughly to overturn 
this Solifidianism which many have endeavoured to support 
as well from proofs from Scripture as from the writings of 
the Fathers, as our most learned and pious Thorndike, now 
with God, has excellently shewn throughout his writings. 
For it appears from this that faith is not sufficient by itself 
for obtaining justification, but that outward Baptism, where 
it can be had, is also required: but above all, that promise 
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of a new life is necessary, which is wont to be made in SECT. 
Baptism. This St. Peter plainly teaches us: “ Baptism doth —1Y-_. 
also now save us, (not the putting away of the filth of the Mag ot 
flesh, but the answer of a good conscience towards God,) by 
the resurrection of Jesus Christ,’ where “the answer of a 
good conscience” is well turned by learned interpreters, as 
the promise or stipulation of a good conscience, and signifies 
the same as “our consent,’ in the passage above quoted cvyxard- 
from Basil. For in Baptism, the Bishop used to ask, “7 
“Dost thou renounce Satan?” the person to be baptized 
answered, “I do renounce:”? when asked, “ Dost thou take 
thy part in Christ?” he answered, “I do take my part.” 
Tertullian on Baptism calls this “the promise of salvation :” [e. vi. p. 
the same author says in his treatise on the Resurrection of 77°! 
the Flesh, “The soul is sanctified not by the washing, but by (ch. xlviii. 
the answer.” Cyprian calls it the “interrogation of Baptism.” is oe 
Now to this “ stipulation of a good conscience,” the salvation 76. (p. ey: 
which is conferred by Baptism is clearly attributed by St. 741°] 
Peter, namely, remission of sins, and a right to eternal life, 
not to the outward washing in itself. For without this 
stipulation (which is nothing else than an undertaking of the 
_ whole of Christianity or evangelical law, even where it com- 
mands the taking up of the cross) no one, though endued 
with ever so much faith, can obtain remission of sins and a 
right to eternal life; but these effects of Baptism are by no 
means absolutely dependant on the external ceremony of the 
Sacrament, that being a thing from which any one may 
be debarred by peculiar circumstances, who may yet have 
embraced Christianity sincerely in his heart. But let us 
pass from Basil to the other Fathers. 

§ 10. Ambrose may come next, or the author of the Com- 
mentaries attributed to Ambrose. He makes this remark 
on Rom. 38. 24. “They are justified gratuitously, because [vol. ii. p. 
having done nothing nor making any return, they are justi- a 
fied by faith alone, the gift of God.” But it is clear that 
here faith is not opposed to any works proceeding from faith, 
neither to the internal virtues of hope, contrition, &c., but to 
the works of the Mosaic law, or even to the works of nature 
performed before and without the faith and grace of the 
Gospel. He speaks very plainly of works of the former kind 
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in his comments on verses 27, 28, 29. “ Having given the 
reason, he says he is speaking to those under the law, be- 
cause they were boasting without a cause, flattering themselves 
about the law, and because they were of the race of Abra- 
ham, not perceiving that man is not justified in God’s sight, 
except by faith, ‘We conclude then, that a man is justified 
by faith without the works of the law. He speaks of a 
Gentile as certainly justified by believing without doing any 
works of the law, that is, without circumcision, or new 
moons, or observance of the sabbath,” &c. Presently he speaks 
of both kinds of works, of the Mosaic and of the natural 
law together. ‘Since they who keep either the Mosaic or 
natural law, are justified for the present, so that they are not 
euilty in the present judgment: wherefore he says, ‘For if 
Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory, 
but not before God,’ for, he says, ‘Whosoever doeth the law, 
shall live in it’ that is, he shall not die guilty, and yet shall 
he not have merit for this before God, but by faith.” Hence 
the same author elsewhere plainly teaches that “ Faith with- 
out love has no deserts,” that is, cannot obtain justification 
and salvation, the reason being added, “ because love is the 
head of religion, and he who has not the head has not life :” . 
and presently, “nothing profits without love, because love is 
the foundation of religion.” 

§ 11. Let Chrysostom now be heard. He thus speaks in 
his Sermon of Faith and the Law: “I can shew a man that 
by faith without works was gifted with life and the kingdom. 
Not one hath ever lived without faith: but the thief by 
believing only was justified. And say not, he had not the 
time for living well: for I am not disputing about that, but 
this I have made clear, that faith alone, even by itself, saves. 
For certainly, if he had survived his believing and had neg- 
lected to do good works, he would have fallen from salvation.” 

But it is quite clear that Chrysostom is speaking here of 
true faith, and perfected by internal love, opposed to external 
works, or pious deeds, which a believer prevented by time or 
opportunity could not perform: this I say is clear both from 
the words themselves, and I have already proved it by several 
arguments in the Harmony, where, not to go over old ground, 
I refer my reader. 
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§ 12. Let Augustine close the band, whose single opinion S E C T. 
(though he be a great teacher) Dr. Tully with extraordinary ——~— 
rashness prefers to the judgment of all antiquity wherever Nate 
that may differ from him. He, indeed, in his eighty-third 83 quest. 
question thus writes: “If a man, as soon as he believed, ives i 
should straightway depart from this life, the justification of §7-] 
faith remains with him, without good works preceding, be- 
cause he did not attain unto it by merit but by grace: 
or subsequent, because none were allowed to be done in this 
life.’ But it is plam that by those good works preceding, 
which Augustine here excludes, we must understand those 
which come before the knowledge, belief, and grace of the 
Gospel, which indeed are none: and that by subsequent 
good works, Augustine meant external works, or, as they 
say, actual righteousness, or a holy conversation, which it is 
possible one who believes and loves God may not perform, 
being prevented by death. For Augustine is expressly treat- 
ing about works without which a man can be saved: and he 
has taught over and over again, that no one can obtain 
salvation and eternal life without the internal virtues of 
hope, love, contrition, &c.; and this is confessed by all men in 
their senses. Therefore Augustine is plainly talking of faith 
formed by love. And in good truth Dr. Tully has managed 
very badly for his own cause, by appealing especially to 
the judgment of Augustine, than whom no one has more 
frequently or more openly condemned his opinion. I have 
already observed in the Examen that the holy Father dis- Answer 
tinguished between these three, “ believing God,” “believing ae 
a God,” and “believing on God,” and to this last faith alone is P- 120. 
remission of sins and a right to salvation attributed. (I for- 40>” 
bear using the word justification, because it is well known 
that that word is generally used by Augustine in a different 
sense to what we use it in.) Faith on God he thus explains: 

“ What then is to believe on God? To love Him by believing, 
to choose Him by believing, to go to Him by believing, and 
to be incorporated among His members.” And every one 
who knows any thing of his writings, must be aware that 
this was his constant teaching. For that excellent Father 
has written an entire work on Faith and Works, in which he 
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itself sufficient for obtaining the saving effects of Baptism, 
that is, remission of sins and a right to eternal life. But it 
is worth while to hear both how Augustine has explained 
the design of this work itself, and what he has expressly 
taught in it concerning this subject. He thus writes con- 
cerning the design of the work; “In the mean time some 
writings have been sent to me by certain brethren, laymen 
indeed, but persons studious in Divine things, which make 
such a distinction between good works and Christian faith, 
that one might be persuaded that one could not attain 
eternal life without the latter, but that one might without 
the former. In answer to which I have written a book 
entitled ‘On Faith and Works,’ in which I have shewn not 
only how those regenerated by the grace of Christ ought to 
live, but what kind of persons they ought to be who are 
admitted to the laver of regeneration.” In the book itself 
he crushes these Solifidians with many arguments, shewing 
at some length that no one can possibly obtain remission of 
sins and salvation in Baptism by faith alone, without true 
repentance for his sins: and you have the summing up of 
the whole work in chapter 20, where Augustine thus beauti- 
fully describes the whole method of obtaining remission and 
salvation as laid down in the Gospel: “This is the order of 
the cure, that the persons to be baptized believe in God the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, in that order in which 
the Creed is given: and that they repent of their dead 
works, and doubt not but that they will receive in Baptism 
entire remission of their passed sins: not that permission 
is given them to sin, but that it hurts not to have sinned ; 
that there is remission of what has been done, not per- 
mission to do. ‘Then this can be truly said even spiritually: 
‘See, thou art made whole, sin no more.’” I conclude this 
section with Dr. Tully’s own words: “Our opponents, I 
suppose, have had enough of the Fathers, and if necessary 
they might have had more. Let us now proceed to the 
reformed Churches.” 
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Ot 


SECTION V. 


ON CHAPTER III.—THE JUDGMENT OF THE 
ENGLISH CHURCH. 


§ 1. In this chapter Dr. Tully works himself into an sECT. 
extraordinary state of agitation: he exclaims, vociferates, 
thunders forth, and presently triumphs; ‘he tramples on the 
conquered Harmonist, displays his trophies, and sings his 
hymn of victory, though as yet he has never approached our 
ranks. But I beg the reader to read over again attentively 
the full explanation of the Judgment of the Church of 
England on this point which I have given in the second 
‘Dissertation of the Harmony, and in the Examen, in the xviii. 6. 
answer to the twenty-third Stricture, and he will easily per- “ °°4* 
ceive from thence how uselessly he has wasted these many 
words. It is not necessary to go over the whole case again, 
to persons more acquainted with it: but since the reverend 
gentleman seems to have placed the chief support of his cause 
in the argument of this chapter, and it would be very easy 
for an incautious or inattentive reader to be taken in and 
deceived by these specious words, he will not object perhaps 
in this place also to follow the Doctor step by step. 

§ 2. After a little skirmishing in the beginning of the 
chapter, he thus engages in the contest: “ Let the Church of 
England be heard concerning this controversy about justifi- 
cation which has lately begun to make a noise; let us listen 
to her decree in the eleventh article. ‘We are accounted 
righteous before God only for the merit of our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ by faith, and not for our own works or 
deservings: wherefore that we are justified by faith only is a 
most wholesome doctrine &c.’? What can be clearer, not even 
the sun at noon-day?” But why does the reverend gentle- 
man stop near the end of the article, half down the hill, as ut in ai- 
the saying is? why not quote the whole of it as it stands ? Yt 
why does he obtrude upon us his et ceteras? Certainly it 
would not have taken much time or breath to quote the very 
few words which close the article, viz. “as more largely is 
expressed in the Homily of Justification.” But Dr. Tully saw 
that these last words threatened ruin to his cause, and there- 
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SECT. fore took care to suppress them. Indeed our Church thus 
___ expressly refers us to the Homily of the Justification of Man, 
that we may get from thence the true and genuine sense and 
explanation of the article itself; nor does she explain this 
doctrine “ that we are justified by faith only,” and which she 
recommends to her sons as most wholesome, otherwise than 
“is explained more largely in the Homily of Justification.” I 
have consulted the Homily: I have quoted that more full 
explanation, in the very words of the Homily: and lastly, I 
have testified to all how heartily I subscribe to that explana- 
tion. Why is the reverend gentleman silent at all this? why 
does he not answer even a word? Do these artifices become 

an upright man and a lover of truth ? 

§ 3. But presently, that he may not seem to have treated 
us altogether unfairly, Dr. Tully permits us to go to the 
Homilies, but not to that more fully expressed explanation 
which is purposely given by the author of the Homily as the 
genuine, full, and perfect meaning of the article, and the 
whole of which I myself transcribed in the Harmony word 
for word, but to certain scraps of the Homily, and these by no 
means faithfully translated by him, and, further, wretchedly 
distorted by his interpretations. For thus he begins his 
attack on the author of the Harmony, out of the Homily: 
“Let us consult then the first Homily, on the Salvation of 
Mankind, near the end, (on which I know not why he is 
wholly silent.) ‘Faith (says the Church) doth not shut out 
repentance, hope, &c., jomed with faith in every man that is 
justified: but it shutteth them out from the office of justify- 
ing.’ Nothing can be plainer; here then is a deep silence 
on the part of the Harmonist, who if he adverts to the pas- 
sage, by no means should have drowned it in silence.” To 
this 1 answer; If the reverend gentleman was before igno- 
rant why the Harmonist was wholly silent on the first part 
of the Homily, let him now know that the reason was because 
in this part the exclusive particle “ only,’ and the meaning 
of the phrase “we are justified by faith only,” are not so 
fully and expressly treated of, and that was the only point on 
which any question was raised in that chapter of the Harmony 
where the Harmonist quoted the Homily. For the writer 
shews in the first part of the Homily, that three things in all, 
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necessarily concur for the justification of man; namely, on SECT. 
God’s part, His mere and wonderful grace and mercy; on : 
Christ’s, His death and meritorious sacrifice: and lastly, on 
man’s part, true and lively faith. Which last point the 
author in the first part had only lightly touched upon towards 
the end, but in the two following parts, and especially the 
second, he explains elaborately and at length; and in so 
accurate and careful a manner, that there is no room for 
doubting concerning the genuine meaning of this proposition, 
“we are justified by faith only,” unless it be to sophists, and 
those who delight in mere splitting of straws. So that if 
Dr. Tully had been anxious, as he professes to be, about being 
candid, surely he should have rather praised than called into 
suspicion my integrity and simplicity, who did not seek 
for nooks in which to rest my arguments, nor quote caprici- 
ously the words of the Homily, but appealed to those passages 
where the author of the Homily plainly professes to have 
given his mind and opinion on the subject, clearly, fully, and 
perfectly. Would that the reverend gentleman had been 
equally candid! and indeed, I truly am ignorant how he can 
have been so entirely silent on that so lengthened and clearly 
worded explanation of the article, “we are justified by faith 
only,’ which I gave from the second part of the Homily, 
unless he thought it better to fly from the open hght, which 
he was unable to bear. 

§ 4. However this may be, there is certainly nothing in 
this first part of the Homily which I fear as dangerous ta 
my cause; nor am I conscious of having any where written 
any thing differmg a hair’s breadth from the opinion of the 
author, as there given us. But with regard to the passage 
brought forward from it by the Doctor, I cannot sufficiently 
express my surprise that it should have been so paraded by 
him, whereas if brought forward as it stands, and faithfully 
translated, it is clearly against him. The passage, word for 
word, runs thus: “That faith” (namely, a true and lively Hom.B.1. 
.one, of which he had been speaking in the words imme- [p. 19. ed. 
diately preceding) “doth not shut out repentance, hope, !°*%! 
love, dread, and the fear of God, to be joined with faith in 
every man that is justified: but it shutteth them out from 
the office of justifying. So that although they be all present 
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together in him that is justified, yet they justify not alto- 
gether. Nor the faith also doth not shut out the justice of our 
good works necessarily to be done afterwards of duty towards 
God: (for we are most bounden to serve God, in doing good 
deeds, commanded by Him in His Holy Scripture, all the 
days of our life:) but it excludeth them, so that we may not 
do them to this intent, to be made good by doing of them. 
For all the good works that we can do be unperfect, and 
therefore not able to deserve our justification.” In which 
passage two things require especial notice. 1. That the 
author of the Homily openly recognises the necessity of 
other virtues besides faith, namely, repentance, hope, love, 
fear of God, by which a man is disposed to receive the grace 
of justification. For he does not only say that those virtues 
are ‘jomed with faith,’ but ‘are ¢o de joined,’ in every jus- 
tified man, (which Dr. Tully wretchedly turns “ quin in 
omni homine justificato cum ea consocientur,”) which way of 
speaking evidently shews this necessity. Which is hence 
still more evident, for the author distinguishing between 
that habitual righteousness (as it is called) consisting of the 
internal virtues of faith, hope, repentance, love, &c., and the 
actual righteousness of good works, or conspicuous deeds— 
teaches, concerning the former, that it is of necessity re- 
quired in every man who is to be justified: concerning the 
latter, that it must necessarily be performed afterwards, that is, 
after justification. Or the former righteousness is requisite, 
as we have said, for receiving the grace of justification, the 
latter to preserve the same grace. Whence (to note this by 
the way) it is most clear that I have followed the opinion of 
the Church of England in her twelfth article, where she 
teaches that good works follow justification, when I inter- 
preted the article only of the actual righteousness of works. 
For in this passage of the Homily the Church clearly distim- 
guishes between that righteousness of works which must 
necessarily be done after justification, from the imternal 
virtues of faith, repentance, hope, &c. which are conjointly . 
required in the man who is to be justified. But how can 
this distinction exist if all our righteousness, as well habitual 
as actual, be posterior to justification ? 

§ 5, A remarkable passage from our great divine Richard 
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Hooker, in his Sermon on Justification, whom Dr. Tully some S$ E CT. 
where in vain appeals to, will serve as a commentary upon 
these words: when having laid down the twofold righte- 5) ee ip iH 
ousness of Christians, he says, ‘‘ The one without us, which we Ost ed. 
_have by imputation: the other in us, which consisteth of me 
faith, hope, charity, and other Christian virtues:” and then he 
divides the ‘righteousness,’ which he calls ‘sanctifying’ ‘into 
habitual, or that holiness wherewith our souls are imbued 

the same instant when first we begin to be temples of the 
Holy Ghost; and into actual, or that holiness which after- 
ward beautifieth all the parts and actions of our life :” and 

then he thus proceeds to explain the order in which this 
threefold righteousness, imputed, habitual, and actual, is 
given us: “If it be here demanded which of these we do 

first receive, I answer, that the Spirit, the virtues of the 
Spirit, the habitual justice which is engrafted, and the exter- 

nal justice of Jesus Christ which is imputed, these we receive 

all at one and the same time: whensoever we have any of 
these, we have all: they go together. Yet sith no man is 
justified except he believe, and no man believeth except he 

have faith, and no man hath faith unless he have received 

the Spirit of adoption, forasmuch as these do necessarily 
infer justification, but justification doth of necessity presup- 

pose them, we must needs hold that imputed righteousness, 

in dignity being chiefest, is notwithstanding, in order, last of 

all these: but actual righteousness, which is the righteous- 

ness of good works, succeedeth all, followeth after all, both in 
order and in time. Which thing bemg attentively marked, 
sheweth plainly how the faith of true believers cannot be 
divorced from hope and love: how faith is a part of sanctifi- 
cation, and yet unto justification necessary; how faith is 
perfected by good works and yet no work of ours good with- 

out faith: finally, how our Fathers might hold we are justified 

by faith alone, and yet hold truly that without good works 

we are not justified.” Although I do not entirely approve 

of the whole of this explanation, (and be it said with all rever- 

ence for such a man,) especially where he makes the Spirit of 
adoption, and indwelling of the same Spirit, prior, at least in 

the order of nature, to our justification, (on which point look 

back to Section ITI. 4,) yet I thought it was to be brought 
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forward because, on the whole, it extraordinarily illustrates 
the words quoted from the Homily, and is most directly 
opposed to the opinion of our Doctor: For, 1st. Hooker here 
distinctly shews that although the actual righteousness of 
works is altogether posterior to justification, yet that 
righteousness consisting of the internal virtues of faith, hope, 
and love, and which he calls implanted, habitual, and 
sanctifying righteousness, precedes in the order of nature 
the imputation of righteousness, or our justification: as it is 
clearly stated in the words of the Homily, that the righteous- 
ness of good works or deeds must necessarily be performed 
after justification, but that repentance, hope, love, must be 
joined with faith in every man who is to be justified. I shall 
think Dr. Tully a really great man if he can reconcile his 
doctrine with this, in which he shews that a man is justified 
before true and saving contrition, that a wicked man is 
justified while he is still wicked, and lastly, (what he gives in 
his Catechism to youth as a principle of theology,) that all our 
sanctification is, in the order of nature, posterior to justification. 
2nd. Our great divine expressly takes notice of these two points, 
that man is justified by faith only, without works, and that 
man cannot be justified without works, as by no means con- 
tradictory propositions, if that distinction between habitual 
and actual righteousness of works be attended to. It is 
indeed rightly stated, that man is justified by faith only, 
(namely, faith ‘informed’ or perfected by love,) without works, 
that is, without the actual righteousness of works, inasmuch 
as that follows our first justification. On the other hand, it 
is rightly said that man is not justified by faith only without 
works, namely, those internal ones of hope, love, &c., inas- 
much as they precede a man’s justification, at least in the 
order of nature, and are entirely requisite for it. I appeal to 
the Doctor’s conscience whether I have not frequently given, 
in explicit terms, this very explanation of the article in the 
Harmony? But let us return to the Homily. 

§ 6. 2ndly. The other point to which I would especially 
call the reader’s attention, in the above-quoted words of the 
Homily, is this, that the author, by the expression “ office of 
justifying,” which he separates from works, does not in any 
sense mean that instrumentality in the work of justification 
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which is so much talked of by some, or any thing else which $s EC T. 
can be attributed strictly to faith, (as Dr. Tully seems to have —Y: 
thought,) but the efficient cause, whether principal or merito- 
rious, of our justification, which is to be separated as well 
from faith itself as from the rest of our virtues. Indeed I 
know not with what eyes the reverend gentleman could have 
read the Homily, and altogether have passed over this which 
is so obvious, and which forces itself upon the reader in every 
word. For from the words preceding the passage quoted, at 
the distance of only three lines, it is quite evident what is 
meant by “works being excluded from the work of justify- 
ing.” They are, “The grace of God doth not shut out the 
justice of God in our justification, but only shutteth out the 
justice of man, that is to say, the justice of our works, as to 
be merits of our justification.” In the passage already 
quoted, the words are plain; “ Faith excludeth them so that 
we may not do them to this intent, to be made just by the 
doing of them. For all the good works which we can do, 
be imperfect, and therefore are not able to deserve our justi- 
fication.” What will he make of the author’s expressly 
separating (in the second part of the Homily) the work of Hom. B.1. 
justifying from every virtue or work of ours, attributing it to oa Lp. 
God alone through Christ? Let us hear his own words: 
Justification,” says he, “is not the office of man, but of 

God: for man cannot make himself righteous by his own 

works, neither in part, nor in the whole: for that were the 
greatest arrogancy and presumption of man that Antichrist 

could set up against God, to affirm that a man might by his 

own works take away and purge his own sins, and so justify 
himself: but justification is the office of God only,” &c. 

Read also the remainder of this passage. But how, you will 

say, does faith exclude both itself and the rest of our virtues 

from the work of justifying, that is, from the meritorious 
efficient cause of our justification? I answer, Because faith 

implies a respect unto the gratuitous promise of God, which 

has been obtained and confirmed by the Blood and propitia- 

tory Sacrifice of Jesus Christ our Lord, by which, remission of 

sins and eternal salvation is gratuitously given to the greatest 

sinners, but who are truly penitent for thcir sins, for the sake 

of Christ alone. But of this more shall be said presently. 


Sym AP. 
V. 


282 Faith alone directly leads to Christ ; 


§ 7. Dr. Tully proceeds to another passage of the Homily, 


——— which I also had quoted in the Harmony. Here again the 


Justif, 
Paul. p. 
22, 23. 


oppLoAu- 
Kelols 


IT. Diss. 
xviii. 6. 
p. 200. 
{ Hom. i. 
p- 25.] 


reverend gentleman abounds in extraordinary and vehement 
rhetoricisms: he inveighs with great pomp against the 
recklessness of the young Harmonist, and further charges him 
with having gainsaid directly the Church of England: he 
professes to be thoroughly astounded, he complains of a pro- 
fession being attached to the Church, which can no where 
be found unless perhaps in some Utopian archives: lastly, 
he says that that must now be said by the Church and her 
true children, which Cesar, about to be slain, once said in the 
senate, “ Surely this is violence.” But I again beg the reader 
not to be terrified with these hobgoblin expressions, but to 


attend and keep his mind to the subject itself, and he will then 


see how here, as on other occasions, a great noise is made about 
nothing at all. But that the whole matter may be brought 
to light, some repetitions must be here made from the 
Harmony. I there brought forward a passage from the third 
part of the Homily of Salvation, which runs word for word as 
follows: “ Truth it is, that our own works do not justify us, to 
speak properly of our justification: that is to say, our works 
do not merit or deserve remission of our sins, and make us 
of unjust just before God: but God of His mere own mercy 
through the only merits and deservings of His Son Jesus 
Christ doth justify us. Nevertheless, because faith doth 
directly send us to Christ, for remission of our sins, and 
that, by faith given us of God, we embrace the promise of 
God’s mercy, and of the remission of our sins, (which thing 
none other of our virtues or works properly doth,) therefore 
Scripture useth to say that faith without works doth justify.” 
To which passage of the Homily I subjoi my own words : 
“From which appears the whole of what must be separately 
attributed to faith in the matter of justification, in the 
opinion of our Church, which is, that although other virtues 
are no less necessary to justification than faith itself, and 
faith in reality has no more effect in it than any other virtue, 
but yet of all the virtues faith is that one by which we 
embrace the Gospel promise, by which promise we are justi- 
fied, therefore by a convenient phrase, our justification may 
be and is usually attributed to faith only, and this by a 
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metonymy in which the act is put for the object, with which s ECT. 
it has to do.’ Hear now what Dr. Tully says to this: “Who —‘: _ 
is not perfectly amazed at this, when he hears the Church 
giving a contrary definition, in the precisest terms, again and. 
again? Our Church lays down, in words which cannot be 
clearer, ‘that faith is said to justify, because it contributes 

that towards justification which no other virtue, no other 
human work can do.” But who does not here find a want 

of good faith and straightforwardness in the Doctor? For 
where has the author of the Homily these words, which 

Dr. Tully has taken care to have printed in italics, as if 

really the author’s own: “Since it (faith) contributes that 

to justification which no other virtue, no other human work 

can do?” So far from its being true that he says this over and 

over again in the precisest terms, he does not even once say 

any thing from which such a conclusion as this can be fairly 
drawn. He constantly teaches that neither faith, nor any other 

virtue of ours, contributes any thing towards our justification, 
otherwise than as the disposition or condition requisite on our 

parts, in which way he equally acknowledges that not only 

faith, but also repentance conduces towards our justification. 

In the passage which we have now before us, the author of 

the Homily teaches us three things: Ist. That no work or 
virtue of ours justifies us if we speak strictly of justification, 

that is, they do not merit remission of our sins, and make us 

just of unjust in the sight of God. 2ndly. That faith alone, of 

all the other virtues, leads us directly to Christ, and embraces 

the gratuitous promise of Divine mercy. 3rdly. Therefore it 

is said in Scripture, that faith without works justifies, in 

order that all merit of ours may be excluded from the matter 

of justification, as the author of the Homily frequently ex- 

plains it. Now, had the author of the Harmony ever denied 

any one of these three points? on the contrary, he most 
explicitly recognises them all in his Harmony. “'The word It. Diss.v. 
‘faith’ excludes merit in this sense also, because so far as it ™ P: 70. 
refers to a free promise, it expects its reward only from the 

free gift of God, Who promises. And this, if I mistake not, is 

the chief reason why the Holy Spirit is wont to express all 

the obedience taught in the Gospel by the word ‘faith,’ because 

by this word is shewn that the obedience we pay to God does 
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not obtain righteousness or salvation by its own force or merit, 
but by force of the covenant or free promise which is received 
by faith.” But in what manner faith leads us directly to 
Christ, I have thus shewn. “ But because the promise of 
eternal life, given in the Gospel, is founded in the meritorious 
satisfaction of Jesus Christ, and confirmed by His most 
precious blood, therefore the obedience of faith continually 
refers to Christ as the only Propitiator: and His most perfect 
obedience in life and death is the only circumstance which 
makes our imperfect and spiritless obedience acceptable to 
God unto salvation, and to carry off the reward of eternal 
life.’ The reader would do well, if he has leisure, to read 
the whole of this paragraph. But that neither here nor else- 
where the author of the Homily ever thought of that instru- 
mentality, strictly so called, of faith in the matter of justifica- 
tion for which many so sharply contend, I have sufficiently 
proved in the Harmony: wherefore, all these things being 
weighed, I shall leave it to the judgment of the conscientious 
reader whether recklessness is to be here ascribed to the 
young or to the old writer. 

§ 8. There yet remains the third and last passage 
from the Homily which Dr. Tully has brought agamst our 
opinion, and from which he holds thunders and lightnings 
over our heads. “Against the followers of works, our mildest 
of mothers, kindled with zeal towards God, thus, contrary 
to her custom, fulmimates in the Homily of Salvation ; 
‘This doctrine,’ (i. e. of justification by faith alone without 
works,) ‘all old and ancient writers of Christ’s Church do 
approve: this doctrine advanceth and setteth forward the 
true glory of Christ, and beateth down the vain glory of 
man: this, whosoever denieth, (attend, O reader,) ‘is not to 
be accounted for a Christian, but for an adversary to Christ 
and His Gospel, and for a setter forth of men’s vain glory.’ 
What stupendous words are these, of what an awful 
sound!” Tanswer: What Dr. Tully means here by épryodiéx- 
tas, I do not know, as neither do I understand some other 
of his elegant expressions. But whatever it is, these thunder- 
bolts do not strike us, inasmuch as they are aimed by our 
mildest of mothers, roused by just fervour and zeal towards 
God, only at the supporters of human merits. Let us quote 
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the whole passage as it stands, which Dr. Tully, that it might S E CT. 
serve his own cause, has given us cut up and broken. 
“This saying, that we be justified by faith only, freely, and [Hom. i. 
without works, is spoken for to take away clearly all merit of tae 
our. works, as being unable to deserve our justification at 
God’s hands, and thereby most plainly to express the weak- 
ness of man and the goodness of God; the great infirmity 
of ourselves and the might and power of God ; the imperfect- 
ness of our own works, and the most abundant grace of our 
Saviour Christ; and therefore wholly to ascribe the merit 
and deserving of our justification unto Christ only, and 
His most precious blood-shedding. This faith the Holy 
Scripture teacheth: this is the strong rock and foundation 
of Christian religion; this doctrine all old and ancient 
authors of Christ’s Church do approve:” and so it goes on, as 
quoted by the Doctor. Surely, nothing is more evident from 
these words than that those alone are affected by this anathema, 
and are rejected from the society of Christians, who defend 
the meritoriousness of good works. But what is this to the 
author of the Harmony? So far is he from defending the 
merit of good works, that he is clearly of the same opinion 
against them as the author of the Homily. Hear his own 
words from the Harmony: “ Surely those do not deserve the IJ. Diss. 
name of Christians who teach such a kind of merit. And I 793" ae 
will confidently pronounce that those who have thoroughly 
imbibed such a shocking principle, have scarcely, ay never, 
known or felt the grace of Christ. Modesty of mind is the 
very soul of Christianity, and he that is without it, is as the 
dead body of a Christian, not a true and living Christian : 
but to such modesty, what can be more opposite than the 
above proud presumption of merit ?”? From this the reader 
will see with what fairness Dr. Tully has abused the words 
of the Homily, that he might crush his opponent with the 
anathema of the English Church. 

§ 9. I have at length gone through all those passages 
which Dr. Tully, after having carefully searched every nook 
and corner, as it appears, could bring forward from the 
Homily of the Salvation of Man, in support of his own 
against our explanation of the article. Now let passage be 
compared with passage, namely, the many clear and distinct 
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passages from the Homily which I have fully and fairly 
quoted in the Harmony and Examen, with those few which 
Dr. Tully has given, broken, cut up, and evidently distorted 
by his own interpretations, and then I will willingly leave it 
to the decision of any fair-minded person to say to which 
interpretation of the article, mine or his, the author of the 
Homily would give his assent, to whom the article itself 
expressly refers us as its legitimate interpreter. Indeed I 
cannot but be surprised at the consummate confidence of the 
Doctor, who after so light a contest, or rather a skirmish, so 
unsuccessfully brought to a close, thus votes himself a 
triumph. “It is more than sufficiently evident, as I think, 
on the part of the Church of England, that she not only 
does not support with her assent, but utterly abominates all 
kind of righteousness of works:” i. e. even that which we 
defend. 

§ 10. Before, however, we proceed to the rest of this 
chapter, it may be as well to strengthen our explanation of 
the article, which to the fair-minded reader we must have 
already sufficiently proved by the passages cited from the 
Homily, with the authority and support of one of our most 
learned and most approved theologians, who was famous for 
his writings long before those twenty years which Dr. Tully 
has determined as the era of the new ecclesiastical doctrine 
introduced amongst us: and this too, lest any one, finding 
that he is unable to refute it by other means, should brand 
it with the invidious name of novelty. This is the late most 
worthy Dean of Gloucester, Richard Field, a divine of keen 


p.323, 324 Judgment and great reading, who in the Appendix to the 
nee second chapter of his third book on the Church, after he had 


answered the Papists who objected against our doctrine that 
‘man is justified by faith only without works,’ by saying 
that the same doctrine had been handed down by the 
ancients in the very same formula of words, goes on to 
enquire in what sense both ancient and modern divines have 
understood these words. “By these phrases of speech,” he 
says, “they sometimes exclude (1.) all that may be without 
supernatural knowledge, all that may be without a true pro- 
fession: (2.) sometimes the necessity of good works in act, 
or external good works: (3.) The power of nature without 
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illumination and grace. (4.) The power of the law. (5.) SECT. 
The sufficiency of any thing found in us to make us stand in 
_ judgment, to abide the trial, and not to fear condemnation. 
And in this sense faith only is said to justify, that is, the 
only mercy of God, and merit of Christ apprehended by 
faith: and then the meaning of their speech is, that only the 
persuasion and assured trust that they have, to be accepted 
of God, for Christ’s sake, is that that maketh them stand in 
judgment without fear of condemnation. And in this sense 
all the divines formerly alleged, for proof of the insuffi- 
ciency of all our inherent righteousness and the trust which 
we should have in the only mercy of God, and merit of 
Christ, do teach as we do, that faith only justifieth. For 
neither they nor we exclude from the work of justification, 
the action of God as the supreme and highest cause of our 
justification : for it is He that remitteth, and receiveth us to 
grace: nor the merit of Christ, as that for which God 
inclineth to shew mercy to us, and to respect us: nor the 
remission of sins, gracious acceptation and grant of the gift 
of righteousness, as that by which we are formally justified : 
nor those works of preventing grace, whereby out of the 
general apprehension of faith, God worketh in us dislike of 
our former condition, desire to be reconciled to God, to have 
remission of that which is past, and grace hereafter to decline 
the like evils, and to do the contrary good things. For by these 
we are prepared, disposed, and fitted for justification, with- 
out these none are justified. And in this sense, and to imply 
the necessity of these to be found in us, sometimes the 
Fathers and others say we are not justified by faith only. 
And we all agree that it is not our conversion to God, nor 
the change we find in ourselves, that can any way make us 
stand in judgment without fear, and look for any good from 
God otherwise than in that we find ourselves so disposed and 
fitted as is necessary for justification, whence we assure our- 
selves God will in mercy accept us for Christ’s sake.” 

§ 11. This explanation of the article certainly coincides in 
all its parts with our interpretation of it, as given in the 
Harmony: but it does not in any way square with that of 
the Doctor. For Ist. Good works, which the most learned 
gentleman wished to have excluded from the proposition, ‘we 
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are justified by faith only without works,’ are by himself 
reduced in all to five heads. 1. Works done without an 
external revelation of the Gospel. 2. External works, or the 
actual righteousness of works. 38. Works of nature, done 
without the internal grace of the Gospel. 4. Works of the 
law, i. e. the Mosaic. 5. And lastly, meritorious works, 
which are done with the opinion and in the confidence of 
their being meritorious. Now I ask the Doctor to bring 
forward a passage where the author of the Harmony attri- 
butes the first justification to any of these works: on the 
contrary, he expressly and very frequently excludes all these 
works from that first justification. 2ndly. He expressly shews 
that the meaning and view of all our divines who have used 
this mode of speaking, was on the whole this: that there is 
no virtue or good work of ours on which we can rely and 
stand fearless at the judgment of God, without the mercy of 
God and the merits of Christ our Saviour: and that next, all 
those divines who acknowledge that all our inherent righte- 
ousness is insufficient, and that we ought to place our trust 
only in the mercy of God and merits of our Saviour, teach 
the same thing, namely, that faith only justifies. And this 
is the very explanation of the article for which we are con- 
tending, but which Dr. Tully rejects as not being full or 
sufficient. 3rdly. He makes the formal cause of our justifica- 
tion to consist in the admission of our sins, and our accept- 
ance to salvation, and not (as does Dr. Tully) in the imputa- 
tion of Christ’s righteousness. Forsooth, that clear-sighted 
divine perceived that the righteousness of Christ, which, in 
agreement with all Catholics, he had laid down as the primary 
meritorious cause of our justification, could not be made at 
the same time its formal cause, without a gross absurdity, 
and even a manifest contradiction. For the meritorious 
cause is of the nature of an efficient, which is only an ex- 
ternal cause: but the formal cause is internal, and consti- 
tutes the essence of the thing effected: so for the same thing to 
be at once the meritorious and formal cause of the same thing 
that is effected implies a contradiction : for thus it would be 
and not be of the essence of the thing at the same time. 
Hence it is that the learned man in the same chapter clearly 
teaches from Durandus that the righteousness of Christ does 
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not become ours formally, (which formal imputation Dr. Tully src. 
defends against Bellarmine, not without great injury to the — Y- 
reformed cause,) but only effectively, that is, as far as regards heen 
its saving fruits and effects. His words are: “For, as 
Durandus correctly observes, although the merits and good 
works of one man cannot be so imputed to another as to 
be accounted for his merits, and as that he should be sup- 
posed to have merited and to have performed those good 
works, yet they can be so communicated that their fruits 
and advantage may redound to him, and he for another’s 
sake be accounted as if he had himself performed them.” 
4thly. The learned divine clearly teaches that in this proposi- 
tion, we are justified by faith alone without works, the works 
of preventing grace are by no means excluded from. the first 
justification, namely, true contrition for sin, ardent desire for 
the Divine favour, and for the grace of the Holy Spirit, 
whereby, for the future, we may be able to abstain from sin 
and do good works: which desire necessarily presupposes the 
purpose of a new life; which works occur in Scripture under 
the name of conversion or renewing; but that all these are 
of necessity required first in a man, in order that he may be 
disposed, prepared, and made fit by them to receive the grace 
of justification. Now let Dr. Tully’s divinity be compared 
with this; who lays down that true contrition is not necessary 
for justification, that a wicked man is justified in the con- 
current sense, i. e. while he is still wicked, that no virtue or 
human work is requisite for justification, more than for a 
man already born to be born; let this comparison, I say, be 
made, and it will soon be seen how different are their lines 
of demarcation. 5thly. Lastly, that great divine declares 
that in this sense it was sometimes rightly said by the 
Fathers and others, that man is not justified by faith only, 
because those works of preventing grace are of necessity 
required with faith which are comprehended under the name 
of conversion, even for obtaining the final justification. I 
now appeal to the Doctor’s conscience, whether I ever denied, 
in any other sense than this, that man was justified by faith 
only. 

§ 12. What follows after this in the chapter, is written by 
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prefixed to our Articles, about the canon of the Church, the 
subscriptions and oaths so often repeated by us. As soon, 
however, as Dr. Tully shall have proved that we have ever 
taught any thing contrary to the clear definitions of our 
Church, then, and not till then, will we confess that these 
charges have any thing to do with us. But since he has not 
yet proved this, and I know well enough is not likely ever to 
do so, there is no reason that we should be in the least 
annoyed by all this, although it be most tragically stated on 
his part. But I heartily wish that the reverend gentleman 
when he comes to be tried concerning his dogmas, may as 
easily acquit himself. I do not, however, think that this 
should be passed over, which Dr. Tully brings against some 
of his mnovators, namely, that they teach, in opposition to 
the eighteenth article of our Church, that the way to heaven 
is open even to the heathens, who have no faith in Christ, 
and who have not renounced their idols; and he adds, that 
he is speaking of what is very well known. Now certainly, 
though he does say it is so known to the very lowest, I have 
never before heard of it. Neither, I take leave to say, is the 
Doctor’s authority of such weight with me, nor ought it to 
be, that I should easily believe his bare asseveration that any 
one of those who wish to be considered most submissive sons 
of the Church of England (and of these he is expressly 
speaking) ever sent forth so barefaced an assertion either in 
his sermons or writings. If any one, however, has been so 
insane, let him answer for himself: I do not wish to be his 
supporter. With regard to myself, it may be seen in the 
Appendix to the seventeenth Stricture on the Examen, how 
very far | am from any such opinion. And since Dr. Tully 
has thought fit both here and elsewhere, to go beyond the 
limits of the present controversy, he cannot object if we do 
the same, by bringing to the test, besides those points of his 
teaching which are heterodox on the article of Justification, 
some others also of his tenets which are not quite satisfactory: 
and this we will do in Section VII. Meanwhile we have in 
the next place to examine what foreign reformed Churches 
teach concerning the present question. 
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SECTION VI. 


ON CHAPTER IV.—ON THE JUDGMENT OF FOREIGN 
CHURCHES WHICH ARE CALLED REFORMED. 


§ 1. Dr. Tully here says that the Harmonist’s boldness S$ EC T. 

is extraordinary, (he had called it a ‘manifest calumny’ in Us 
the heading of the chapter,) in that in the sixth chapter of 
his first Dissertation he flatly, and as it were from an oracle, 
thus pronounces concerning the judgment of foreign Churches. 
“Tt is clear that they all, or at least the principal, are in a ch. vi. 1. 
manner professedly on our side of the question ””—and_ pre- * a 
sently he exclaims, “ Alas! for his good faith’’—then, as is 
his custom, he abuses the Harmonist. But concerning the 
Harmonist’s good faith in this point, we will leave it to the 
free judgment of all who have the love of truth at heart. 
We make two assertions. 1. That the expression “we are 
justified by faith only,” in the view of the old Protestants is 
taken altogether figuratively, so that grace, which answers to 
it, is to be understood in the word faith, and so then to be 
justified by faith only is the same as to be justified by grace 
only, and not by the merit of works. 2. In the same ex- 
pression the necessity of true repentance for obtaining re- 
mission of sins or justification, is by no means excluded. 
We constantly affirm, that on these two points, (which are 
sufficient for our purpose,) at least the principal and most 
celebrated of the reformed Confessions entirely agree with 
us. Such is our assertion. 

§ 2. Now, omitting Dr. Tully’s rhetorical effusions, which Justit. 
‘are only got up for deceiving the unskilful, the sciolists, and pike - 
the incautious,” (I use his own words,) let us see what solid 
arguments are brought forward by him. He thus proceeds: ibid. p. 29. 
“‘ But this, he says, he has shewn more fully in ch. xvii. But 
what does he shew there? Ist. That the Church of Eng- 
land is on his side. But I think I have done away with 
this calumny in the former chapter, (an impudent one in- 
deed it is, and would that the indignity of the thing would 
allow of a milder expression.”) But whether the Harmonist 
or Dr. Tully himself is guilty of the impudent calumny, (if 
indeed the indignity of the thing allows not of a milder 
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SECT. word,) let any one judge who will not think it amiss to com- 
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pare both what I have said in this eighteenth chapter of the 
second Dissertation, and also in the Examen in the answer 
to the last Stricture, as well as in the preceding Section of 
this Apology, and what shall be said in the following one, 
with those things which Dr. Tully has brought forward on 
the opposite side in the third chapter of his work. 

§ 3. Dr. Tully now hastens on to the Augsburg Confes- 
sion. Where, in the first place, he finds fault with me be- 
cause I called that the greatest of all the reformed Confes- 
sions, not excepting even our own Anglican one. But what 
is the harmless word that ill-feeling and envy will not find 
fault with? I only said the same thing that many learned 
men both of our own and foreign countries have said before 
me, and who also highly honoured our Church. Now the 
Augsburg Confession is deservedly called the greatest for 
more than one reason. In the first place, (not to say any 
thing of its most excellent and learned principal author Ph. 
Melancthon,) it was the first of all the Confessions. Next, at 
the time when it was published, it was approved of by the 
consent of almost all, if not of all the reformed Churches, 
Universities, and Doctors. Lastly, it is still received and 
held in certain kingdoms, and great principalities and free 
states. The Doctor, moreover, is offended, because I said 
that the heads of our Church had followed and imitated this 
Confession. But what can be clearer than this? The first 
article of our Confession is taken almost word for word from 
the first of the Augsburg. Our second is clearly copied from 
the third of Augsburg. Also the sixteenth in ours (which 
most of all grieves the Doctor, and those who think with 
him) openly imitates, towards the end, the anathemas of the 
eleventh in the Augsburg, as our twenty-fifth does the thir- 
teenth in the Augsburg. Again, in our Homilies how often 
must the attentive reader who is acquainted with Me- 
lancthon’s writings, hear him speaking! Add to which, 
(what I shall soon have occasion to put before the reader,) 
that Hooper, of blessed memory, (who was present at the 
Synod from whence our Articles and the first book of Homilies 
come, and whom some of the Homilies especially claim as 
their author, so marked are they by his style,) was in the 
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habit of copying long passages from Melancthon’s writings, S$ E C T. 
almost word for word. But I miss either the Doctor’s good Sot AEM 
judgment or his fairness, when he says that “he does not Justif. 
at all wish to detract any thing from the very orthodox Con- pice 
fession of Augsburg.” Now, if he really does not, some 
things must be taken out of his Catechism, inasmuch as they 
evidently are at variance with the Augsburg, as also with the 
Anglican Confession, which shall be clearly proved in the 
following Section. 

§ 4. Meanwhile let us proceed with the Doctor. “But 
what,” says he, “ does this greatest of all his Confessions lay 
down? Why, if we believe him, that repentance is altogether 
necessary for justification.” ‘Truly this is a grievous crime 
in me, who have dared to assign to the Augsburg divines 
so pernicious a doctrine, namely, one which is asserted by 
the Prophets, by Christ and His Apostles, by all the Doctors 
of the ancient Catholic Church, and in short by all sound 
Protestants. And yet Dr. Tully has arrived at such a pitch 
of confidence, that he is not afraid to stake the whole fortune 
of his cause on this point. His words are, “ Let there be 
brought forward, even one syllable in the Confession, which 
looks that way,’ (namely, to prove that true contrition is 
necessary for justification,) “and we will own ourselves 
conquered.” Who would wish for a more easy opponent ? 
we accept his terms, promising ourselves certain victory. 
Let the whole of the passage in the Augsburg Confession be 
quoted, (which in the Harmony I have for brevity’s sake only 
quoted in part,) and it will soon be seen how plainly Dr. Tully 
betrays his own cause. Its words are; “In the first place Aug. Con- 
then, they (the Churches) thus teach concerning faith and 2"?! 
justification. Christ fitly comprehends the whole sum of the 
Gospel, when in the last chapter of St. Luke He orders that 
repentance and remission of sins should be preached in His 
name. For the Gospel convicts of sin, and requires repent- 
ance, and at the same time offers remission of sins freely for 
Christ’s sake, and not for our worthiness. And as the 
preaching of repentance is universal, so also is the promise 
of grace ; it bids all men believe, and receive the benefits of 
Christ. As Christ says, ‘Come unto Me all ye that are heavy 
laden,’ &c., and. St. Paul says, ‘He, is:rich .to all,” &c. 
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. Although then some contrition is necessary, still it is to be 


believed that remission of sins is given us, and we are made 
righteous of unrighteous, reconciled or accepted and sons of 
God, freely for Christ’s sake, not for the worthiness of our 
contrition, or for any other of our former or subsequent 


~ works.” It is in vain for Dr. Tully to contend that a repent- 


ance not saving, such as was Judas’, is meant here. For, is 
repentance like that of Judas necessary for man’s salvation ? 
Besides, the Augsburg Confession gathers the necessity of 
repentance, of which it is speaking, from the words of our 
Lord in the last chapter of St. Luke, where He bids repent- 
ance and remission of sins to be preached in His name. But, 
is our Saviour speaking of a repentance to be repented of, 
such as was Judas’? or does He join remission of sins to such 
a repentance as this? I am ashamed, for the Doctor’s sake, 
of such a comment. Let us hear too the fourth article of 
the Augsburg Confession, which runs thus: “ But that we 
may obtain the benefits of Christ, namely, remission of sins, 
justification, and life eternal, Christ has given us the Gospel, 
in which these benefits are held out to us, as it is written in 
the last of St. Luke, that repentance and remission of sins be 
preached in His name amongst all nations. For since all 
men born in the natural way have sin, and are unable truly 
to satisfy the law of God, the Gospel convicts of sin, and 
shews to us Christ as a Mediator, and thus teaches us con- 
cerning remission of sins. When the Gospel convicts us of 
our sins, our terrified hearts should be convinced that remis- 
sion of sins and justification by faith are freely given us for 
Christ’s sake, by which faith we ought to believe and confess 
that these are given us for Christ’s sake, Who was made a 
victim for us, and appeased the Father. Although therefore 
the Gospel requires repentance, yet, that remission of sins 
may be certain, it teaches that it is freely given, that is, does 
not depend on any condition of our worthiness, nor is given 
us for any of our former works, or the worthiness of such as 
follow.” Where it is taught clearly enough, that that re- 
pentance required in the Gospel, which without doubt is 
none other but a real and saving repentance, is required for 
the remission of sins, that is, the justification of man. 
§ 5. In the mean time, it does not escape me that the 
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Augsburg divines have somewhat nicely divided repentance S$ E CT. 
into two parts, contrition and faith, and have explained that hao 
former act of repentance in a different way to that in which 
it has hitherto been explained. Cassander long ago observed ad Art. 12. 
this, in his Consultation, in the following words: “ As to es 
what is subjoied in the book of the Augsburg Confession, Pa¢:, p92. 
namely, that this repentance consists of contrition and faith, 
and that fruits worthy of repentance ought to follow it; this 
is new in this division of repentance, that faith is joined to 
the parts of repentance, confession being passed over, and put 
after contrition ; and this in such a way as that contrition is 
explained contrary to the received opinion of the Church. 
For the terrors and fears of the wounded conscience on the 
acknowledgment of sin, are not meant when we speak of 
contrition, but contrition proceeds from these terrors; and 
by contrition is understood sorrow for our sin on account of 
God’s being offended, with the purpose of abstaining from it, 
which sorrow is informed by the grace of God, and proceeds informa- 
not only from fear of Divine judgment, but from faith in the 
Divine word, and a confidence of obtaining pardon. But if 
by contrition any kind of sorrow for sin caused by the terror 
of the law be meant, such sorrow, since it precedes true and 
saving repentance, is not wont to be reckoned among the 
parts of repentance, and has been used to be called rather by 
the name of ‘attrition’ than ‘contrition.’ Although con- 
trition of this kind is called ‘repentance,’ or ‘change of resipi- 
mind, to which, for it to be efficacious or saving, faith or ae 
confidence of mercy must be added, as the examples of Cain 
and Judas manifestly prove.” 

§ 6. Nevertheless, it is certain that the Augsburg Divines 
taught that that contrition which is made true and saving 
by faith, by which, namely, we gain a true hatred of sin, love 
of righteousness, and a firm purpose of a new life, is necessary 
for receiving remission of sins or justification. Who could 
more thoroughly understand the meaning and sense of the 
Augsburg Confession than Melancthon, who composed it? 
Let us hear then his own plain explanation, as he has given 
it in the following words*. “ There was no faith in the con- 
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. trition of Judas, and so, oppressed by despair, he rushed into 


‘— eternal destruction: on the contrary, in Peter’s contrition, 
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there was faith: and so he rose again from his great grief. 
And when we aie lifted up by faith, the remembrance of the 
goodness of God comes upon us, and we are not only dis- 
tressed by the fear of punishment, but with a purer sorrow 
for having offended God, to Whom we owe gratitude and 
obedience. But there is no need to refine upon these affec- 
tions, God wills that we should fear His wrath, and that it 
should be seen in punishment. But let faith be added, and 
let us not fly from God, but return to Him and seek to be 
received, and be sure that it is God’s everlasting and immu- 
table will, to receive those cast down with fear who believe 
that pardon is granted them for the sake of their Mediator. 
This He bids us believe and hold. This faith makes a great 
difference between servile and filial fear. The former is 
without faith, and actually flies from God: but filial fear is 
a terror mixed with faith, which elevates and consoles the 
mind in the midst of its fears, approaches God, and seeks and 
obtains remission. This description is plain, and can be 
understood in our practice. Contrition without faith, is a 
horrible dread and anguish of the soul flying from God, as in 
Saul and Judas: but contrition with faith is the dread and 
anguish of the soul not flying from God, but acknowledging 
His just wrath, truly sorrowing for having neglected and 
despised Him, but yet coming to Him and imploring pardon. 
Such sorrow as this becomes a good work and a sacrifice, as 
says the Psalmist: ‘The sacrifice of God is a troubled spirit : 
a broken and contrite heart, O God, shalt Thou not despise.’ 
And yet we must censure and reject that opinion which has 
pretended that men merited remission of their sins by their 
contrition, or that remission is given them for the worthiness 
of their contrition, &c.” What can be plainer than this? 
He clearly recognises the necessity of true contrition for 
receiving justification, while he altogether rejects the merit 
of contrition in the work of justification. 

§ 7. We may now very easily refute those minute bits of 
sophistry by which Dr. Tully presently persuades us that the 
divines of Augsburg, notwithstanding this manifest avowal 
of their opinion given by themselves, did not mean that true 
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contrition preceded justification. The sum of what he says sECT. 
is, that the fruits and effects of faith do not precede justifica- —Y: 
tion, for then they would precede faith itself, and so the 
effect would be prior to the cause; and repentance and con- 
trition, according to the Augsburg divines, are the effects and 
fruits of faith. I answer: They do indeed teach that true 
repentance and contrition are the effects and fruits of that 
faith which justifies, but they no less clearly teach that faith 
is not justifying until it produce these fruits and effects. 
This is clear from those words of Melancthon, “ Filial fear is 
dread mixed with faith, which elevates and consoles the soul 
in the midst of its fears, approaches God, seeks and obtains 
remission.” Consider then. Fear becomes filial by the 
addition of faith: by that faith the sinner approaches God, 
implores remission, and in this way at length receives it, that 
is, is justified. Therefore, although, according to the Augs- 
burg Confession, the approaching God and the sincere and 
earnest prayer for pardon, (which constitute true repentance,) 
are the effects of that faith which justifies, yet they precede 
remission of sins or justification, and without them that 
justification or remission is not obtained. The same thing is 
meant by these words: “ Contrition with faith is the dread 
and anguish of the soul not flying from God, but acknow- 
ledging His just wrath, truly sorrowing for having neglected 
and despised Him, but yet coming to Him and imploring 
pardon. Such sorrow becomes a good work and a sacrifice,”’ 
&c. What can be plainer? Contrition before faith is an 
anguish which flies from God: but joined to faith it becomes 
the anguish of the soul, acknowledging God’s just wrath, 
truly sorrowing, and coming to Him to implore pardon ; 
thus it is made that sacrifice of which the Psalmist speaks, 
‘The sacrifice of God is a troubled spirit, a broken and con- 
trite heart, O God, shalt Thou not despise.’ In a word then, 
according to the Augsburg divines, true contrition or repent- 
ance is not the effect of justifying faith, as such, but belongs 
to its very essence: that is, faith is not justifying which has 
not yet produced true contrition or repentance. 

§ 8. Dr. Tully goes on to the Confession of Wurtemberg, Justif. 
as quoted by us. “Of the same stamp also,” he says, “are P@)P.3: 
the arguments urged by him from the Wurtemberg Confes- 
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. sion, but really so unsuccessfully, that a more deadly blow 


could not have been given to our opponent’s cause, thus 
smitten as it were under the fifth rib. Let us hear the 
words from the chapter on Justification. ‘We believe that 
for doing and exercising righteousness these virtues are 
necessary, faith, hope and charity, &c.’ See, ‘for doing and 
exercising righteousness,’ that is, for other good works. For 
it does not say for justification: for the most ignorant would 
not allow that a‘man makes and exercises his justification.’” 
But we constantly miss fairness in the Doctor, when he 
quotes the words of others. The words of the Confession are 
these: “ We believe and confess that for doing and exercising 
righteousness acceptable to God, these virtues are necessary, 
faith, hope, and charity, &c.” The plain meaning of which 
is, that no one without these virtues can be acceptable to 
God unto salvation: and what is this, I ask, but that no one 
can be justified without these virtues? Again, the Wurtem- 
bergians make hope and charity of the same necessity as 
faith, and no one doubts but that they acknowledged faith as 
requisite for the justification of man. Lastly, it is plain that 
the necessity of these virtues, faith, hope, and charity, are 
acknowledged by the Wurtemberg divines in the same 
relation in which the merit of these same is denied by them. 
But the merit which they take away from these virtues, has 
reference to the work of justification, and so the conclusion is 
obvious. The words of the Confession are clear: “ We 
believe and confess that for doing and exercising righteous- 
ness acceptable to God, these virtues are necessary, faith, 
hope, charity, &c. But we consider that their opinion is 
most widely opposed to the true apostolic and Catholic doc- 
trine, who teach that man is made acceptable to God, and is 
accounted just before God, on account of these virtues, and 
that at the judgment of God he must trust to the merits of 
these virtues.” We have not time at present to recite the 
absurd argument which Dr. Tully here puts in his oppongnt’s 
mouth. If any one can be taken with such witticisms as 
these, let him be so. 

§ 9. Dr. Tully closes this chapter by quoting many proofs 
from the Confessions of other foreign Churches. To all of 
which I answer, that although I never took upon myself to 
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bring forward whatever might be said in every Confession on s ECT. 
this subject, (for I only affirmed that at least the earliest —Y1 — 
and greatest of the reformed Confessions were on our side,) 

yet whoever, not contented with the mutilated fragments 

quoted by Dr. Tully, shall look into the Confessions them- 

selves, and examine the entire opinion of each on this subject, 

he will confess with me that they, one and all, reject the 

merit of any virtue from the work of justification, but plainly 
acknowledge the necessity of true repentance for obtaining 
justification: which is sufficient for our purpose. But if 

there is any reformed Confession opposed to this opinion, 

that one must be without doubt rejected as contrary on this 

point to the Scriptures and Catholic consent. 

§ 10. But this is by no means to be passed over, that the Justif. 
Strasburg Confession is quoted by Dr. Tully as favouring his A ee 
opinion, than which nothing can be more opposite. He 
himself observes that the states of Constance, Memmingin, 
and Lindau, subscribed to this Confession, and also that it 
was presented, together with the Augsburg, to His Imperial 
Majesty (Charles the Fifth), and therefore must have been 
drawn up with some caution and moderation, if any difficulty — 
pressed upon them in that controversy. Let us now hear 
the words of this celebrated Confession. ‘“ But we are un- cap. 4 
willing that this” (namely, what had just been said about 
justification by faith only) “should be so understood as if we 
placed salvation and righteousness in the idle cogitations of 
the soul, or in faith void of love, which they call uninformed, 
since we are sure that no one can be righteous or in a state 
of salvation unless he love God supremely, and most earnestly 
imitate Him. ‘For whom He did foreknow, He also did 
predestinate to be conformed to the image of His Son:’ as in 
the glory of a blessed life so in the exercise of innocence and 
the highest righteousness: ‘for we are His workmanship, 
created unto good works.’ . Now no one can love God above 
all things, and imitate Him with a worthy zeal, unless he 
plainly knows Him, and as Him from whom he may promise 
to himself the greatest blessings. Therefore we cannot in 
any other way be justified, that is, come as well ito a state 
of salvation as into a state of righteousness, (for righteous- 
ness is itself our salvation,) than, having faith given us by 


SEC T. 
Las 


300 Necessity of true love of God, 


which we believe the Gospel, and persuaded that God has 
adopted us to be His sons, and will for ever shew us.His 
paternal loving kindness, depend wholly on His will. St. 
Augustine in his work on Faith and Works calls this faith 
‘evangelical,’ that is, faith made efficacious by love.” The 
Strasburg Confession plainly teaches us three things. 1. That 
the idea of righteousness or justification, and of salvation, is 
the same: to be justified, is to come in a state of salvation 
as well as of righteousness, nay, that righteousness is our 
salvation itself: and so that whatever is required for salva- 
tion is equally required for righteousness. 2. That that 
love by which a man loves God supremely and above all 
things is altogether necessary for the righteousness and 
salvation of man. 3. That it follows from the necessity of 
love, that faith also is necessary for the righteousness and 
salvation of man: inasmuch as without that faith, by which 
we are persuaded of the Divine mercy revealed to us in the 
Gospel, it is not possible for any one to love God above all 
things. What does Dr. Tully say to all this? He contends 
that the meaning of the Strasburg divines is, “ that this love 
of God is the fruit of faith, and follows, not precedes, justifi- 
cation.”” But what can be more barefaced than such an in- 
terpretation? The Strasburg divines plainly mean that the 
love of God is an indispensable condition for any one to 
obtain righteousness and salvation. For they do not say 
that no one is righteous unless he love God above all things, 
which words might admit of the Doctor’s interpretation, but 
that “no one can possibly become righteous unless he love 
God above all things,” which is entirely contrary to his 
meaning. With equal reason might Dr. Tully affirm that 
the Strasburg divmes meant that love of God is consequent 
to, and not antecedent to salvation, when they clearly teach 
that the idea of righteousness and salvation of man is the 
same. Equally, too, might it be said that faith even, accord- 
ing to them, was consequent upon righteousness and salva- 
tion, not antecedent to them: for they argue the necessity of 
faith for obtaining righteousness and salvation (as we have 
just remarked) from the necessity of love for obtaining the 
same benefit, as if they established their poimt by some such 
process as the following: If the love of God above all things 
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is necessary for obtaining righteousness or salvation, then SECT. 
faith also is necessary for the same, but the antecedent is — > — 
true, therefore also the consequent is: they prove the 
consequence of the major in this way, that the love of God 

cannot exist in a man without faith, and thus the thing is 
self-evident. Lastly, the Strasburg divines expressly say 

that we cannot be justified or become righteous in any other 

way than by first having faith given us, by which we depend 

wholly on the will of God, that is, are ready and prepared to 

obey God in all things. From this one specimen the wary 

reader may conjecture how much confidence is to be placed 

in the good judgment or straightforwardness of Dr. Tully 

when he quotes or explains the rest of the reformed Con- 
fessions. 


SECTION VII. 
BEING AN APPENDIX TO THE PRECEDING SECTION. 


§ 1. I confess that when I read the three preceding chap- 
ters of Dr. Tully’s work, I could not help thinking of that 
line of the poet, 


Quis tulerit Gracchos, &c. 


for the reverend gentleman who has been so severe against 
us undeservingly, (as it now appears), as corrupters of the 
doctrine of the Church, is himself found in some points to 
have opposed certain clear definitions, both of the English, 
and other reformed Churches, and of the Catholic Church as 
well. And to prove this point we shall devote the whole 
of this Section, which we expect will be of a considerable 
length. We do not this, however, merely as a retaliation 
upon the Doctor: (that were a mean object :) but we have 
thought it worth while, since an opportunity offers itself, to 
assert and illustrate the true, genuine, and Catholic doc- 
trine of our Church, (now well-nigh lost through the bad- 
ness of the times,) on certain very important points of 
Christian religion. 

§ 2. First then, Dr. Tully openly asserts that “repent- 
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tain the first justification.” We have frequently mentioned 
this, and have brought forward passages where he expressly 
gives this opinion, (a shameful one, indeed, and unworthy of 
a Church of England divine,) and, moreover, supports it with 
arguments. It has also been proved above how opposed 
Dr. Tully is in this to the Holy Scriptures, the Fathers of 
the ancient Church, and to the Confessions of foreign re- 
formed Churches, and we have also adduced by the way 
certain testimonies of our Church which are sufficiently at 
variance with this new dogma. Nevertheless, eager to vin- 
dicate our holy mother from so base an error, irreverently 
ascribed to her by Dr. Tully, I have been induced to 
attempt a fuller refutation of it from our Homilies and 
Liturgy. 

§ 3. There is in the second book of the Homilies, one 
with this title, Of Repentance and True Reconciliation to 
God. Where the title itself clearly teaches us that re- 
pentance is the mean or absolutely necessary condition for 
our true reconciliation with God; and what is this but our 
justification ? The writer of the Homily continually asserts . 
that it is impossible for us to please God, to return into His 
favour, or to escape His wrath without repentance. If it 
be asked of what kind of repentance the Homily is speak- 
ing, this is explained im several places. In the first part of 
the Homily the writer shews from the Prophet Joel that 
the whole work of repentance can be reduced to these 
four heads. 1. From whence. 2. To whom. 3. By whom. 
4. The manner how we must return. This last point he 


[Hom. B. explains as follows. “Fourthly, this holy Prophet Joel 
2-P-47-1-] doth lively express the manner of this our returning on 


repentance, comprehending all the inward and outward 
things that may be here observed. First, he will have us 
return to God with our whole heart, whereby he doth re- 
move and put away all hypocrisy, lest the same might be 


Is, 29. 13. justly said unto us; ‘This people draweth near unto Me 


Mat. 15. 
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with their mouth, and worshippeth Me with their lips, but 
their heart is far off from Me.’ Secondly, he requireth a 
sincere and pure love of godliness, and of the true wor- 
shipping and service of God, that is to say, that, forsaking 
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all manner of things that are repugnant and contrary to SECT. 
God’s will, we do give our hearts unto Him, and the whole _Y4 _ 
strength of our bodies and souls, according to that which is 
written in the law; ‘Thou shalt love the Lord thy God, Deut. 6. 5. 
with all thy heart, with all thy soul, and with all thy 
might.’ Here, therefore, nothing is left unto us that we 

may give unto the world, and unto the lusts of the flesh. 

For sith that the heart is the fountain of all our works, as 

many as do with their whole heart turn unto the Lord, do 

live unto Him only. Neither do they yet repent truly, that 
halting on both sides, do other whiles obey God, but by and 

by do think that laying Him aside it is lawful for them to 

serve the world and the flesh.” In the second part of the 

same Homily, true repentance necessary for reconciliation 

with God is thus described ; as “a true returning unto God, [p. 477.] 
whereby men forsaking their idolatry and wickedness, do 

with a lively faith embrace, love, and worship the true and 

living God only, and give themselves to all manner of good 
works, which by God’s word they know to be acceptable 

unto Him.” Soon after the author enumerates the parts of 

this repentance, “which, being set together, may be likened 

to an easy and short ladder, whereby we may climb from 

the bottomless pit of perdition up into the castle or tower of 
eternal and endless salvation.” He makes these parts to be 

four; genuine contrition of heart, sincere confession of sin, a 

true confidence in Christ our Mediator, and a firm purpose 

of a new life. Of the first, he teaches from David, that it is 

the only sacrifice we can offer pleasing and acceptable to 

God. Of the second, he shews also from David that if we 
confess our sins with a sorrowful and contrite heart, God will 

freely forgive them. And lastly, of the fourth he expressly 
teaches us, that “if we will have the wrath of God to be [p. 483.] 
pacified, we must in no wise dissemble, but turn unto Him 

again, with a true and sound repentance, which may be 
known and declared by good fruits, as by most sure and 
infallible signs thereof.” And presently he does not shrink 

from saying, that “the satisfaction which God doth require 

from us, is that we cease from evil, and do good.” Surely 
nothing can be clearer and more explicit than these 
passages. 
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§ 4. From the Homilies let us turn to our Liturgy. 
Almost in the very beginning of it, the form of Absolution is 
ordered to be pronounced by the Priest daily at Morning 
and Evening Prayer. It is there said, that “ God hath given 
power and commandment to His ministers, to declare and 
pronounce to His people, being penitent, the absolution and 
remission of their sins. He (that is, God) pardoneth and 
absolveth all them that truly repent, and unfeignedly believe 
His Holy Gospel,” that is, He justifies them. Agreeable to 
this is the Absolution to be said by the Priest, turning him- 
self to the people, before the participation of the Lord’s 
Supper : its words are, “Almighty God, our heavenly Father, 
Who of His great mercy hath promised forgiveness of sins to 
all them that with hearty repentance and true faith turn 
unto him; Have mercy upon you: pardon and deliver you 
from all your sins,” &c. The Collect for the Wednesday after 
Quinquagesima Sunday, commonly called Ash Wednesday, 
which is used daily in Lent, is, “ Almighty and everlasting 
God, Who hatest nothing that Thou hast made, and dost for- 
give the sins of all them that are penitent: create and make 
in us new and contrite hearts, that we worthily lamenting 
our sins and acknowledging our wretchedness, may obtain of 
Thee, the God of all mercy, perfect remission and forgiveness; 
through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.” In the Office 
called a Commination appointed for the same day, the Priest, 
after having recited God’s cursings against impenitent sinners 
taken out of the Law, is ordered thus to address the people: 
“ Now seeing that all they are accursed (as the Prophet David 
beareth witness) who do err and go astray from the command- 
ments of God, let us (remembering the dreadful judgment 
hanging over our heads, and always ready to fall upon us) 
return unto our Lord God, with all contrition and meekness 
of heart; bewailing and lamenting our sinful life, acknow- 
ledging and confessing our offences, and seeking to bring 
forth worthy fruits of penance. ‘For now is the axe put to 
the root of the trees, &c.’ Let us not abuse the goodness of 
God Who calleth us mercifully to amendment, and of His 
endless pity promiseth us forgiveness of that which is past, 
if with a perfect and true heart we return unto Him; ‘For 
though our sins be as red as scarlet, they shall be made 
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white as snow, &c.’? Let us therefore return unto Him Who sEcTt. 
is the merciful receiver of all true penitent sinners ; assuring V1. 
ourselves that He is ready to receive us, and most willing to 
pardon us if we come unto Him with faithful repentance, if 

we submit ourselves unto Him,” &c. Surely in all these 
passages the words are so clear that they cannot want any 
deductions or observations from us, in order to be made 
plamer. He must be in more than Cimmerian darkness who 

does not at once perceive how constant is the teaching of 

our Church, that true contrition for sin, and a thorough con- 
version of the heart to God, is the absolute condition for ob- 
taining remission of sins, and the acceptance of God, that is, 

for justification. And they who have not yet learned this 
doctrine of the Christian religion, or who have unlearnt it, 

must be sent back to our Catechism. The child is asked 
concerning the sacrament of Baptism, “ What is required of 
persons to be baptized?’ and is taught to answer, “ Re- 
pentance, whereby they forsake sin; and faith, whereby they 
stedfastly believe the promises of God made to them in that 
sacrament.” Now surely, to say that not only faith, but 
repentance also is required for receiving the grace of Bap- 

tism, is the same as saying that repentance, as well as faith, is 
requisite for justification, as has already been proved above, and see. iv. 9. 
to any one in his senses must be sufficiently plain of itself. 

§ 5. And now, if any one is desirous to know what is the 
teaching of the approved divines of our Church on this 
point, (alas, that a principle of the Christian and indeed of 
all religion should be called mm question by a Christian !) 
they all with one voice preach the necessity of repentance 
for remission of sins, that is, for justification. I will quote 
three great witnesses who may answer not only for them- 
selves, but for all divines both of our own and all reformed 
Churches. We have already heard the learned Field assert- 
ing that this is the common doctrine of the ancient Fathers, 
and of all Protestants ; that the works of preventing grace 
comprehended in the word ‘conversion’ are absolutely re- 
quired in a man, so that he may be disposed and prepared 
by the same, to receive the grace of justification ; which 
that great divine again declares more expressly in the same Append. 


chapter, when, on Stapleton objecting against Protestants, Pe pee 
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mission of sins by faith only, but that the sacraments did 
not avail towards it, he replies, not without some indignation, 
“ And this too is false: for their teaching is plainly other- 
wise: namely, that Baptism and repentance are of necessity 
required for a man’s first justification.” With him agrees 
also the learned Francis White, who in his ‘Answer to 
Fisher,’ a Jesuit, who objected against us that we reject the 
sacrament of penance and of priestly absolution, which is 
the necessary means for obtaining remission of sins com- 
mitted after Baptism, says, “The objector, by penance, 
understandeth not repentance as it is a virtue, for Protestants 
believe true repentance to be a second table after spiritual 
shipwreck, and a necessary means of remission of sins com- 
mitted after Baptism.” This he proves in the margin from 
Calvin, Beza, and Zanchius, whose words he quotes. ‘ We 
believe that repentance is necessary for the true partaking 
of the righteousness of Christ, and so for communion with 
Christ, by which repentance we return from our sins and 
the world to Christ, with a change of heart and will, we are 
joined to him, and so obtain remission of sins in Him and by 
Him.” The great Morton defends the same doctrine in his 
clear treatise called, ‘A Catholic Appeal for Protestants,’ 
where, amongst other ways, he thus meets his opponent who 
charges the reformed with the Solifidianism of ancient 
heretics. “They” (that is, the reformed) “require a living 
faith and a serious repentance, without which no man can be 
justified.” And he confirms this in the margin by this most 
remarkable confession of Bellarmine himself. “These and 
the like proofs shew clearly that something is required in us 
in order that we may be justified, nor can our opponents 
deny this, who, although they say that remission does not 
depend on any condition of works, and that neither repent- 
ance or faith, or any act of ours is the meritorious cause of 
our justification, yet do not deny that faith and repentance, 
yea lively faith, and a serious repentance are required, and 
that without these no one can be justified.” It would be 
easy, if it were necessary, to add many other proofs from other 
authors, but let us rather proceed to some others of the 
Doctor’s unorthodox tenets. 
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§ 6. Secondly, Dr. Tully teaches that “the continuation s ECT. 
or preservation of our justification, which has been already Teh E 
obtaimed by faith only, in no wise depends on the condition 
of good works being performed by us for the future.” He 
studiously inculcates this, by far the most dangerous of his 
dogmas, throughout his whole work. For he every where 
asserts that all the works which follow justifying faith con- 
tribute nothing towards a man’s justification ; and he laughs 
at their folly who think otherwise. He leans on this sup- 
position, that a man already justified cannot possibly be 
further justified, or that the first justification is absolute, 
which I have frequently shewn to be absurd. Moreover he Just.Paul. 
expressly denies that obedience to God’s commands is a? !°* 
condition of our justification, and then he shews what a con- 
dition is, namely, that whereon the effect of a transaction, p. 169. 
or (as others have it) a disposition depends, and then pro- 
ceeds to argue against his opponents in the following way. 
“ence, therefore, all notions of justification depending on 
the condition of works fall to the ground: for we prove it 
thus: if good works are the condition of the justification we 
are speaking of, then justification depends on them: but 
this is impossible, therefore they are not the condition of 
justification.” The minor proposition of which argument he 
proves from all works which precede the first justification 
having the nature of sin: and that those works which follow 
the first justification should contribute any thing towards it, 
is, as he says, a flat contradiction. Nay, a little while after 
he boldly denies that good works are the conditions, properly p.172,173. 
so called, of obtaining salvation. His words are: “ We briefly 
and openly deny that even the most excellent works of man 
are the conditions, properly so called, of obtaining glory ; since 
before works, that is, in justification itself, the faithful enjoy 
this right to eternal salvation.” Let us now see how well 
this theology of the Doctor’s agrees with the doctrine of the 
Church of England, as expressly laid down in the Homilies 
and Articles. In the Homily on Salvation, towards the end 
of the first part, the Church expressly teaches (as I have 
also shewn above) that because the first justification is 
obtained by faith, joined with the internal virtues of hope, 
love, repentance, &c. that on that account the righteousness 
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wise excluded: and what sort of necessity there is for those 
good works following the first justification is explained in 
the Homily on Good Works, part the first, near the end, where 
the author of the Homily quotes and approves of the words of 
St. Chrysostom on the believing thief; “If he had lived and 
not regarded faith and the works thereof, he should have 
lost his salvation again.” But what need of many words? 
Our Church in the sixteenth article expressly teaches that “a 
man after he have received the Holy Ghost may depart from 
grace given and fall into sin, deadly sin;” so that he must 
be blinding his eyes to the mid-day sun, who does not perceive 
that our Church holds that the continuation or preservation 
of our justification entirely depends on the condition of good 
works being afterwards performed by us ; which, however, our 
reverend antagonist strenuously denies. Let us proceed. 

§ 7. Dr. Tully in the third place teaches that “a man 
once imbued with justifying faith, cannot possibly entirely 
fall away from it or perish everlastingly.”. He even thrusts 
this dogma (than which hardly any can be more dangerous) 
into his Catechism or Enchiridion as an undoubted principle 
of the Christian religion, to be believed by candidates in 
divinity. For in the ninth chapter on faith, after he has 
divided faith into four kinds, namely, miraculous, historical, 
temporaneous, and justifying, he goes on to teach how these 
three former species of faith are distinguished from justifying 
faith, namely, both in their principle as in their subject. 
And treating of this latter difference, he thus instructs his 
catechumen. A. “Tell me the different subjects.” B. “The 
subject of justifying faith is a man elected to life and born of 
God. The subjects of the other kinds of faith may be sons 
of perdition, hypocrites, &c.” So that according to the 
Doctor’s divinity, whoever is once endued with justifying 
faith, is chosen by God to life eternal in such a way that he 
never can become the son of perdition. I allow indeed that 
Dr. Tully has not a few nor insignificant of our divines as his 
leaders in this error, namely, those who flourished in those 
times when by certain men’s artifices, who were greatly given 
to the theology of Geneva, things had got to such a state that 
it was scarcely lawful to interpret either the decrees of our 
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Church or even the Scriptures themselves otherwise than S$ E CT. 
according to the standard of Calvin’s Institutes. And there- ee) hs 
fore their error must be pardoned, on account of the times 
in which they lived. Indeed every age, as some one has 
excellently observed, has as it were its own flood of opinions, 
to which if any one oppose himself, he is either carried along 
by it, or overwhelmed. Nor were there wanting all that 
time grave and learned men in our Church, who dared openly 
to oppose the growing error. But, however these things 
may be, I do not doubt but that I shall easily persuade any 
one, who is not incurably prejudiced, that this doctrine of 
Dr. Tully, which he sends forth as with oracular authority, is 
altogether at variance both with the decrees of our own 
Church and with the best of the Confessions of foreign 
reformed Churches, and finally, with the judgment of all 
Catholic antiquity. 

§ 8. First, then, the opinion of the English Church on 
Perseverance is clearly expressed in the sixteenth article in 
these words. ‘“ Not every deadly sin willingly committed 
after Baptism is sin against the Holy Ghost, and unpardon- 
able. Wherefore the grant of repentance is not to be denied 
to such as fall into sin after Baptism. After we have received 
the Holy Ghost, we may depart from grace given and fall 
into sin, and by the grace of God we may arise again, and 
amend our lives. And therefore, they are to be condemned 
which say they can no more sin as long as they live here, or 
deny the place of forgiveness to such as truly repent.” On 
which the learned prelate Overall rightly observes that that 
sin by which we are said to depart from grace, is called in the 
beginning of the article, “deadly sin willingly committed.” 
The preceding article, the fifteenth, in fact treats of daily 
sins which are common to all regenerate persons, in which 
we offend all, the grace within us remaining still safe, and we 
not departing from it. But this sixteenth article treats of 
deadly sm by which a man departs from grace given, after 
having received the Holy Ghost and Baptism, and continues 
so until his-recovery by means of repentance. But that our 
Church conceives that this departing from grace may be 
‘final’ as it is called, may be clearly gathered from the fact 
that the article is evidently speaking of the recovery of those 


SEC T. 


Hom. i.[ p. 
74, 75. | 


310 Recovery after sin not infallible. 


fallen into deadly sins, by means of repentance, as of a con- 
tingent thing which might indeed take place, but which also 
might not. “We may depart,” it says, “from grace given, 
and we may arise again and amend our lives.” For who in 
his senses, and free from party spirit, will imagine that the 
heads of our Church meant to say, even if they themselves 
believed it or wished that others should, that the recovery by 
repentance of all those who once had been true believers, and 
had afterwards departed from grace given through grievous 
sins, was certain and infallible? What grammar, I ask, (to 
use the Doctor’s expressions,) will bear this meaning: “we may 
again arise and amend our lives,” that is, “we certainly shall 
arise and repent ?” 

§ 9. If any person is not satisfied with these passages, let 
him consult the book of Homilies, which was put forth at 
the same time as our Articles were, and confirmed by the 
authority of the same Synod. Our Church there so often 
and so explicitly gives her opinion concerning the defecti- 
bility of justifying faith, that I have often wondered how it 
was possible for so many learned and intelligent men, who, 
it is probable, must have read the Homilies over and over 
again, to be ignorant of it. In the first book there is a whole 
Homily of the danger of falling from God, the sole end and 
object of which is to shew that a man may, after having 
received grace, fall away from the same and perish, and that 
therefore all men should carefully beware of the danger of so 
terrible a falling away. In the first part of this Homily we 
read, ‘ For whereas, God hath shewed to all them that truly 
believe His Gospel, His face of mercy in Jesus Christ, which 
doth so hghten their hearts, that they (if they behold it as 
they ought to do) be transformed to His image, be made par- 
takers of the heavenly light and of His Holy Spirit, and be 
fashioned to Him in all goodness requisite to the children of 
God: so if they after do neglect the same, if they be unthank- 
ful to Him, if they order not their lives according to His 
example and doctrine, and to the setting forth of His glory, 
He will take away from them His kingdom, His holy 
word, whereby He should reign in them, because they bring 
not forth the fruit thereof that He looketh for. Nevertheless 
He is so merciful, and of so long sufferance that He doth not 
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shew upon us that great wrath suddenly. But when we SECT. 
begin to shrink from His word, not believing it, or not —Yt+ 
expressing it in our livings: first He doth send His mes- 
sengers, the true preachers of His word, to admonish and 
warn us of our duty &. And if this will not serve, but still 

we remain disobedient to His word and will, not knowing 
Him, not loving Him, not fearing Him, not putting our whole 

trust and confidence in Him; and on the other side to our 
neighbours, behaving ourselves uncharitably, by disdain, 

envy, malice, or by committing murder, robbery, adultery, 
gluttony, deceit, lying, swearing, or other like detestable 
works and ungodly behaviour, then He threateneth us by 
terrible comminations, swearing in great anger that ‘whoso- Heb.3. Ps. 
ever doth these works shall never enter into His rest,’ which !°!°°® 
is the kingdom of heaven.” In which passage the writer of 

the Homily is speaking of those who truly believe the Gospel, 

are transformed to the image of God, are made partakers of 

the heavenly light and of the Holy Spirit, and are fashioned 

to all goodness requisite for the children of God: and yet of 

the very same persons he no less clearly teaches that if they 

are ungrateful to God after such great blessings &c., He will 

take from them His kingdom. ‘It is in vain to recur to that 

old piece of sophistry, (which Dr. Tully makes use of in a 
question not unlike the present,) “that no supposition goes 

any way towards proving reality: for instance; If Caius is an 
animal without reason, he will be a brute: does not in any 

wise prove this, that Caius can be an animal without reason.” 

For in the first place, the author, in the beginning and at the 

end, and through the whole Homily, urges most vehemently 
upon his hearers, threatens them, thunders in their ears, 
beseeches and implores them by every thing that is sacred, to 

be exceeding careful lest they fall away from grace given, and 

so perish everlastingly. And therefore he never could have 
thought he was bringing forward the supposition of an 
impossibility. It would certainly be most absurd and sense- 

less to urge upon Caius, in a long and earnest speech, that he 
should anxiously beware lest, by losing his reason, he should 
become (properly speaking) a brute. Such a metamorphosis 

as this poetry itself has scarcely admitted. And secondly, the 
words which have been quoted most plainly shew the possi- 
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. bility and not unfrequent occurrence of persons truly regene- 
——— rated by Christ, and endued with justifying faith, falling 


away for ever from the kingdom of God, through ingratitude 
and continued contempt of Divine grace. In fact, the author 
of the Homily describes the very way which the Lord is wont 
to use towards these most wretched apostates, as it were 
gradually and step by step. For he teaches us that the most 
merciful God does not pour forth His anger upon ungrateful 
men suddenly, nor does He desert them for ever, who have 
deserted Him, but that He tries every remedy before He cuts 
off the putrefying members from the body of Christ: for when 
first they begin to shrink from His word, He warns them of 
their duty by His messengers; and then, if this will not serve, 
if they obstinately reject these remedies of grace, He casts 
them away as desperate and destroyed for ever, swearing in 
His great anger, that is, determining by a peremptory decree, 
that they shall not enter His rest, which is the kingdom of 
heaven. 

§ 10. In the second part of the same Homily the author 
proves this same doctrine from the parable of the vie in 
Isaiah, as follows: “ By these threatenings we are monished 
and warned, that if we, which are the chosen vineyard of 
God, bring not forth good grapes, that is to say, good works 
that may be delectable and pleasant in His sight, when He 
looketh for them, when He sendeth His messengers to call 
upon us for them, but rather bring forth wild grapes, that is 
to say, sour works, unsweet, unsavoury, and unfruitful: then 
will He pluck away all defence, and suffer grievous plagues 
of famine, and battle, dearth and death, to ight upon us. 
Finally, if these do not yet serve, He will let us lie waste, 
He will give us over, He will turn away from us, He will 
dig and delve no more about us, He will let us alone, and 
suffer us to bring forth even such fruit as we will, to bring 
forth brambles, briars and thorns, all naughtiness, all vice, 
and that so abundantly, that they shall clean over-grow us, 
choke, strangle and utterly destroy us.” He presently 
illustrates this tremendous dispensation of Divine Providence 
by the following simile. “ The father as long as he loveth 
his child, he looketh angerly, he correcteth him when he 
doth amiss; but when that serveth not, and upon that he 


and delwered to the power of Satan. 313 


ceaseth from correction of him, and suffereth him to do what $ E CT. 
he list himself, it is a sign that he intendeth to disinherit —Y14— 
him, and to cast him away for ever.” Shortly afterwards he 
thus explains the afore-mentioned parable. “Whence it is 
clear that God at length doth so forsake His unfruitful vine- 
yard, that He will not only suffer it to bring forth weeds, 
| briars and thorns ; but also, further to punish the unfruitful- 
j ness of it, He saith He will not cut it, He will not delve it, 
: and He will command the clouds that they shall not rain 
. upon it: whereby is signified the teaching of His Holy Word 
which St. Paul, after a like manner, expressed by planting 
and watering, meaning that He will take that away from 
; them: so that they shall be no longer of His kingdom, they 
» shall be no longer governed by His Holy Spirit, they shall 
| be put from the grace and benefits that they had, and even 
might have enjoyed through Christ ; they shall be deprived 
of the heavenly light and life which they had in Christ, 
whilst they abode in Him: they shall be (as they were once) 
___without God in this world, or rather in worse taking. And 
' to be short, they shall be given into the power of the devil, 
which beareth the rule in them that be cast away from God, 
as he did in Saul and Judas, and generally in all such as 
work after their own wills, the children of mistrust, and un- 
belief. Let us beware therefore, good Christian people, lest 
that we rejecting or casting away God’s Word (by the which 
we obtain and retain true faith in God) be not at length cast 
off so far that we become as the children of unbelief.” Is it 
possible that any one, unless from mere obstinacy, could 
mistake the meaning of such passages? Jor first the author 
speaks of the apostacy of true believers, namely of those who 
once belonged to the kingdom of Christ, were governed by 
the Holy Spirit, and had been given such blessings which if 
they had kept would have made them happy for ever, and 
had been made partakers through Him of light and heavenly 
life; and then he speaks of the total apostacy of these same, 
how they are deprived altogether of light and heavenly life, 
how they become the same as they were before their con- 
version, even in a worse condition; how, in short, without God 
in the world, they are subdued into the dominion of the 
devil. Then their final apostacy is treated of who once were 
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true believers, as of those who are become like the vineyard, 
deserted by God, and given up to perpetual desolation, which 
the Lord will neither cut nor delve, nor water any more, the 
Holy Spirit will no longer rule, nor will they any more enjoy 
the light of Christ or heavenly life, whom God at last casts 
away, as He did Saul and Judas. Lastly, it is as clear as 
the noon-day sun, that the writer of the Homily does not 
speak of these things as an empty hypothesis, on the supposi- 
tion of an impossibility or of something that never did and 
never will happen; but on the contrary, he is describing the 
ordinary dispensation which God is really wont to exercise 
towards those who forsake Him. For he applies the parable 
of the vine in Isaiah, to the subject of which he is treating, 
namely the apostacy of true believers, where it is plain that 
the prophet is teaching not what God might do on some im- 
possible hypothesis, but what He really did to the people of 
Israel, and is accustomed to do to all those who imitate their 
ingratitude. Then these words, “They shall be put from 
the grace and benefits that they had, and ever might have 
enjoyed through Christ,’ &c., plainly shew that there are 
really some who shall in no wise enjoy for ever the life-giving 
blessings of Christ, which they had once received. 

Moreover the author of the Homily seriously exhorts his 
brethren in Christ to beware lest by rejecting the word of 
God, which alone is able to preserve true faith, they them- 
selves be cast away and become the sons of rebellion and 
perdition. But how useless, how ridiculous were all these 
warnings, if the salvation of all those who were once true 
believers, were certain and infallible! Who ever heard a 
Calvinist preach in that strain? Finally, Saul and Judas 
are given us as examples of this fearful falling away from 
God. As to whom it will be useless to object that they 
never had true justifying grace. For even if this were 
granted, contrary to the authority of the Homily, which is sup- 
ported by some weighty reasons, it would be nothing to the 
purpose, since our sole object at present is to shew what was 
the opinion of the writer of the Homily, and not how cleverly 
he has proved it from Scripture. It is worth noticing, how- 
ever, that in this point, as throughout the whole Homily, the 
author has closely followed Melancthon, who every where 
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teaches that Saul once was a righteous man and gifted with S EC T. 

the Holy Spirit. Thus in his Loci Communes, on repentance, —~ 

he says, “two errors of certain fanatics must be here shortly hie eb 

refuted, who have supposed that the regenerate cannot fall eee 

away, and although they fall against their conscience, stil 

that they are righteous. This madness is to be condemned, 

and examples and sayings from the prophetic and apostolic 

writings must be adduced against it: as for instance, Saul 

and David pleased God, were righteous, and gifted with the 

Holy Spirit: yet they afterwards fell; the one, that he 

altogether perished, the other, that he afterwards returned 

to God.” See also his treatise ‘on the difference between 

mortal and venial sin. Dr. Hickman must have certainly 

put aside all sense of shame when he dared to deny that 

there was any thing in this passage of the Homily which 

went against the indefectibility of justifying faith. 

§ 11. But that all may see how consistently our Church 

has held this doctrine, I will quote another remarkable 

passage from the second book of Homilies, which were set 

forth in the reign of Queen Elizabeth, and confirmed by her 

authority in a lawful convocation of our clergy. In the 

| Homily on the Resurrection, after having explained at length 

i the benefits we enjoy from the resurrection of Christ, the 
writer thus addresses the people: “These things, I say, well 
considered, let us now, in the rest of our life, declare our 

| faith that we have in this most fruitful article, by framing 

: ourselves thereunto, in rising daily from sin, to righteousness 

and holiness of life. ‘For what shall it avail us,’ saith St. 2 Pet. 2. 

Peter, ‘to be escaped and delivered from the filthiness of the oe Si 

world, through the knowledge of the Lord and Saviour 

Jesus Christ, if we be entangled again therewith, and be 

overcome again. Certainly it had been better,’ saith he, 

‘never to have known the way of righteousness, than, after 

it is known and received, to turn back again from the holy 

commandment of God given unto us.’ For so shall the 

proverb have place in us where it is said, ‘The dog is re- Prov. 26. 

turned to his vomit again, and ee sow that was washed, to |” 

her wallowing in the mire, again.’ What a shame were it 

for us, being thus so clearly and freely washed from our sin, 

to return to the filthiness thereof again! What a folly were 
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. it, thus endowed with righteousness, to lose it again! What 


madness were it to lose the inheritance we be now set in, for 
the vile and transitory pleasure of sin! And what an un- 
kindness should it be, where our Saviour Christ of His 
mercy is come to us, to dwell within us as our guest, to drive 
Him from us, and to banish Him violently out of our souls, 
and instead of Him, in Whom is all grace and virtue, to re- 
ceive the ungracious spirit of the devil, the founder of all 
naughtiness and mischief! How can we find in our hearts 
to shew such extreme unkindness to Christ, which hath now 
so gently called us to mercy, and offered Himself unto us, 
and He now entered within us? Yea, how dare we be so 
bold to renounce the presence of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost ; (for where one is, there is God, whole in 
majesty, together with all His power, wisdom, and goodness ;) 
and fear not, I say, the danger and peril of so traiterous 
defiance and departure? Good Christian brethren and 
sisters, advise yourselves, consider the dignity that ye be 
now set in; let not folly lose the thing that grace hath so 
preciously offered and purchased, let not wilfulness and 
blindness put out so great light that is now shewed unto 
you.” What can be more clear than that the writer is here 
speaking of the total and final apostacy of true believers? 
And that he conceived this apostacy might take place, and not 
unfrequently did so, is plain from his beseeching Christian 
believers with extreme earnestness to take every care that they 
never fall into so miserable and utterly deplorable a con- 
dition. Why is it that he interprets the passage from St. 
Peter, as the ancients did, of the apostacy of true believers ? 
and there the apostacy is plainly described as not only pos- 
sible, but as having really taken place in some—in whom 
the truth of the old proverb had been proved ; ‘The dog to 
his vomit,’ &c. 

§ 12. I might produce many other passages from the 
Homilies bearing upon this point, but I fear being wearisome 
to my reader. I may refer him, however, to the end of the 
Homily on the Nativity. It would be very easy also to 
prove this doctrine by the consent of our divines who lived 
in the first ages of the Reformation, when the Articles and 
Homilies were set forth, and who held the highest office in’ 
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our Church. But of our private Doctors, (as Dr. Tully sEcT. 
says,) let us take two names only, (but what names are —t)— 
they !) Hooper and Latimer. Hooper, Bishop of Gloucester 

and Martyr, in the preface to his Exposition of the Deca- 

logue, says, “The cause of reprobation or damnation is sin 

in man who will not hear and receive the Gospel, or who, 

after he has received it, falls into a contempt of it by the 

habit of sinning,” &c. Where the holy prelate clearly 
teaches that there are some, who, after having received the 
Gospel, fall ito the habit of sin, and are at length eternally 
condemned and rejected by God. And that Hooper is 
speaking of a true reception of the Gospel, and not feigned 

as that of hypocrites, (as Dr. Hickman would perversely in- Hist. Ar- 
terpret his words,) is clearly proved in this way. The same 479, en 
reception of the Gospel is meant in the latter clause of the 
sentence, as is meant in the former, in these words: “ The 

cause of damnation is sin in man who will not hear and re- 

ceive the Gospel.” And there Hooper is evidently speaking 

of the reception of the Gospel by true faith. For men are 

not damned because they do not receive the Gospel as hypo- 

crites, but because they do not receive it truly and heartily. 
Besides, these words of Hooper, together with those that 

follow them, (as shall be clearly shewn in the proper place,) 

are entirely taken from the writings of Melancthon, and so 

ought to be explained according to his meaning. Now 
Melancthon, in his Loci Theologici, on Predestination, says, [vol. i. p. 
“Tt is certain that this is the cause of reprobation, namely, Ze 

sin in men who will not hear or receive the Gospel at all, or 

who renounce their faith before they depart hence.” What 

kind of faith Melancthon means, is clear from what he says 
immediately afterwards. ‘We judge that they are without 

doubt chosen, who apprehend by faith the mercy promised 

for Christ’s sake, and who do not reject that confidence in 

the end.” It is quite clear then (whatever Dr. Hickman 

may chatter against it) that Hooper agreed with Melancthon 

in holding that. there are some, who, in the end, reject that 

faith by which the mercy promised for Christ’s sake is ap- 
prehended, that is, justifying faith, and on that account are 
condemned and rejected eternally by God. In the seven- 
teenth chapter of the same work, Hooper says, ‘“ Let us not, 
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therefore, reject the grace offered to us, nor drive it away 
when received, through an evil life. If we fall, let us listen 
to the word of Almighty God, Who calls us to repentance; 
let us turn to Him, and continue no longer in sin, and let 
us not add sin to sin, lest at length we fall into contempt of 
God, and of His Holy Word.” 

§ 13. Latimer, Bishop of London, and a steadfast Martyr, 
in a sermon on the third Sunday after Epiphany, teaches 
that “it is possible for us who have been once written im 
the book of life, afterwards through forgetfulness of God, 
and of His Word, and an evil life, to be blotted out from the 
same.” And on Romans 3. 11. he says, “Those who have 
not yet come to Christ, or, who, after having come, have de- 
parted from Him, (as there are not a few, who, having fallen 
into sin against their conscience, in the end lose the grace of 
God, salvation, and the Holy Spirit,) all these, I say, who are 
not in favour with God, do not grieve for their sins, but 
keep the purpose of sinning yet more.” What can be more 
plain than this ? 

§ 14. It almost ashames and grieves one to relate what is 
said by some against this plain teaching. The author of the 
work called ‘ Ibis ad Cesarem,’ brings the followimg passage 
from the Homilies against the learned Montague: “Though 
the godly do fall, yet they walk not on purposely in sin, they 
stand not still to continue and tarry in sin, they sit not down 
hike careless men, without all fear of God’s just punishment 
for sin, but defying sin through God’s great grace, and infi- 
nite mercy, they rise again and fight against sin.” Surely 
people who see such miserable loopholes as these, shew they 
are driven to great straits. For this is nothing to the pur- 
pose ; the writer of the Homily is evidently speaking here not 
of those heavier sins, called mortal, by which the godly 
depart from their holiness and so from the grace of God, but 
of those lighter offences of godly persons, which are called 
sins of daily commission, and which do not drive away the 
Holy Spirit, nor lay waste the conscience. He thus argues 
from the first Psalm: “The Prophet David describing a 
happy man, saith, ‘Blessed is the man that doth not walk 
after the counsel of the ungodly, nor stand in the way of 
sinners, nor sit in the seat of the scornful.’ There are three 
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sorts of people whose company the Prophet would have him s ECT. 
flee and avoid, which shall be an happy man, and partaker of Aes 
God’s blessing. First, ‘he may not walk after the counsel of 
the ungodly.’ Secondly, ‘he may not stand in the way of 
sinners.” Thirdly, ‘he must not sit in the seat of the scorn- 
ful’ By these three sorts of people, ungodly men, sinners, 
and scornful, all impiety is signified and fully expressed. By 
the ungodly, he understandeth those which have no regard 
of Almighty God, being void of all faith, whose hearts and 
minds are so set upon the world, that they study only how 
to accomplish their worldly practices, their carnal imagina- 
tions, their filthy lust and desire, without any fear of God. 
The second sort he calleth sinners, not such as do fall through 
ignorance or frailness, for then who should be found free? 
What man ever lived upon earth, Christ only excepted, but 
he hath sinned? ‘The just man falleth seven times, and Prov. 24. 
riscth again” Though the godly do fall, yet they walk not '* 
on purposely in sin,” &c. What sense of shame can these 
men have, who do not blush to bring forward such passages 
as these to support their cause? and yet of the same kind 
are all the passages in our Homilies, which are made to 
support the indefectibility of justifying faith. 

§ 15. Dr. Hickman also brings forward a passage in the 
public Catechism set forth in the reign of Edward VL., 
where in treating of the Catholic Church, it says, “ Into this p. 86. Lat. 
His state, as it were, God hath enrolled an infinite multi- an a 
tude of men, who submit to Christ as their only King, 
listen to and are obedient to His word, who have committed 
themselves to His care, and whose patron He Himself has 
undertaken to be, whom He for ever defends and keeps. ‘To 
this commonwealth there properly belong all who truly fear, 
honour, and call upon God, who give themselves up to a 
godly and holy life, and putting all their confidence and hope 
in God, most surely wait for the blessedness of eternal life. 
And they who are firm, steadfast, and constant in this faith, 
are elect and chosen, and, as we say, predestinated to this so 
great blessedness before the foundation of the world.” 

Upon these words of the Catechism Dr. Hickman thus 
triumphs. “ Here is Calvinism! As many as fear God have Hist. 


been elected, chosen, and predestinated to eternal life before eae hel 
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. the foundation of the world : therefore if a man fall from life 
— eternal he never feared God.” But here, as almost every 


where else, we miss good faith or judgment in our historian. 
For where, I ask, is it said in these words of the Catechism, 
As many as fear God have been predestinated to eternal life 
before the foundation of the world? Rather the reverse of 
this is sufficiently clearly taught, namely, that there are 
some who truly fear God, &c., and yet are not predestinated 
to eternal life. The Catechism first teaches that as many as 
are true believers properly belong to the commonwealth or 
Church of Christ, as long as they are such. Then it takes 
out from this collection of true believers those who are firm, 
steadfast, and constant in the faith ; and affirms only of these 
that they have been chosen to eternal life before the founda- 
tions of the world; which who that is a Catholic will deny ? 
What would be the use of this distinction, if all who have 
once been true believers were necessarily firm, steadfast, 
and constant in the faith, and so elected? and so we see 
Dr. Hickman has but wounded himself with his own weapon. 
And thus far of the judgment of the Church of England. 

§ 16. Let us now proceed to foreign Churches. It is quite 
clear that the most ancient and greatest of the reformed 
Confessions agree with our own Church on this article. The 
Confession of Augsburg, which, when it was set forth, was 
considered to be the common doctrine of all Protestants, and 
to which nearly all the reformed Churches gave testimony, 
and their most celebrated divines subscribed, and amongst 
them Calvin himself, in its sixth article thus speaks; “ Thus 
this obedience ought to resist evil desires, and be made purer 
from time to time by spiritual exercises, and we must beware 
lest we commit any sin against our conscience, according to 
that which is written, ‘Love out of a pure heart, a good 
conscience, and a faith unfeigned in the fulfilling of the law.’ 
But they who obey evil desires, and act against their con- 
science, and live in deadly sins, and retain not the righteous- 
ness of faith and the righteousness of good works, according 
to St. Paul, they who do such things shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God.” 

In the eleventh article it says, “ They condemn the Ana- 
baptists also, who say that those once justified cannot lose 


te 
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again the Holy Spirit.” Dy. Hickman, indeed, denies that 


these passages ought to be understood of the total and final - 


apostacy of true believers. But that unblushing writer may 
be easily refuted from the writings of Melancthon, who wrote 
the Confession, in which he affirms again and again most 
clearly, the possibility and not unfrequent occurrence of true 
believers and righteous men losing in the end their faith and 
righteousness. The reader may refer to his Loci Communes, 
on Repentance and the Difference between Mortal and 
Venial Sin. But that the subject may be put beyond the 
reach of controversy let us turn to the Saxon Confession. 

§ 17. This Confession was written by Melancthon (as he 
himself affirms in the preface to his Body of Divinity) at the 
Synod of Wittemberg in the year 1551, where the clergy- 
men and doctors of the Churches and Universities of Saxony 
and Meissen had assembled, all of whom subscribed to it as 
to a repetition and explanation of the Augsburg Confession, 
to be proposed at the Council of Trent, in the name of all 
Protestants'. It was approved of by the heads of the 
houses of Brandenburg and Mansfeld, by the clergy of 
Strasburg, and by the pastors and doctors of the Pome- 
ranian Churches, in written documents annexed at the end 
of the Confession. It met with the approval also of other 
Churches, and was commended by those of Poland in their 
consent or reconciliation. Now in the ninth article of this 
Confession, on Rewards, we read as follows: “ ‘ Whoever are 
led by the Spirit of God, are the sons of God, and if sons, 
then heirs of God,’ &c.; and yet it is at the same time true, 
that those who cast away the Holy Spirit, either by falling 
away from the faith, or acting against their conscience, and who 
do not return to God by repentance, are not heirs; as it is 
written in the Epistle to the Galatians, ‘they who do such 
things shall not possess the kingdom of God.’” The same 
thing is expressed more clearly in the following article on 
the Difference of Sins, in these words: ‘“ When it is said that 
sins remain in the regenerate, it is necessary to make a differ- 
ence. For, from what is written in St. Luke 11. 26, ‘ Then 


1 «The Saxon Confession was cer- of Trent.’? Admon. de lib. Concord, 
tainly written in the name of all the p. 189. 
Churches, to be offered to the Council 
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goeth he and taketh to him seven other spirits more wicked 


o's then himself, and they enter in and dwell there,’ and from 


[Joh. 5. 


[Heb. 10. 
26. | 


other passages, it is evident that some regenerate persons do 
grieve and drive out the Holy Spirit, and are rejected by God 
and become subject to His wrath and everlasting punishment ; 
and in Ezekiel 33. 18, ‘when the righteous turneth from his 
righteousness, and committeth iniquity, he shall die thereby.’ 
It is necessary therefore that the difference be maintained 
between sins which remain in holy men during this mortal 
life, and which do not drive out the Holy Spirit, and those, 
on account of which a man becomes again subject to the 
wrath of God, and everlasting punishment,” &c. The whole 
article is well worth reading. Now surely he must be most 
barefaced who shall deny that the doctrine we are contend- 
ing for is taught in these passages, for it is plain they speak 
not only of the possibility, but of the act or event, and affirm 
that there are really some regenerate persons who grieve 
and drive out the Holy Spirit, and are again rejected by 
God, and become subject to His wrath and everlasting 
punishment. And that no one should doubt whether this 
is meant of the final apostacy of the regenerate, the au- 
thors of the Confession prove their opinion by two remark- 
able passages of Holy Writ, namely, St. Luke 11. 26, and 
Ezekiel 33. 18: the former expressly speaks of those ‘ whose 
last condition is worse than the first, the latter no less 
plainly ‘ of the righteous man turning from his righteousness 
and dyimg in his imiquity.’ See also the fifteenth article, 
towards the end. 

§ 18. The Bohemian or Waldensian Confession plainly 
upholds the same doctrie. This Confession was made from 
very much more ancient Confessions, and was approved of by 
Luther, Melancthon, and the University of Wittemberg, and 
was at length submitted to King Ferdinand, by the barons 
and nobility of Bohemia in the year 1535. Now in the fifth 
article there -is the following statement: “They also teach 
the absolved, that is, those who have had their sins remitted 
by Christ, to be grateful for the grace of God received in 
Christ, lest they receive that grace in vain, and fall again 
into sin, as it is written, ‘Go and sin no more, lest a worse 
thing come unto thee :’ and again, ‘If we sin wilfully after 
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that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there SECT. 
remaineth no more sacrifice for sins,” &c. In the twentieth tase 


and last article, which is inscribed, “‘ Of the time of grace, in 
which the favour of God should be sought and may be 
found,’ the extreme madness is reprehended of those in 
general, who defer repentance to the last stage of their life, 
and especially those who after having received the grace 
of justification, fall into the greater sins and delay to return 
and be turned to the Lord. The words are as follows: 
“ But chief of all, whoso having received the proof of Divine 
favour towards him, shall of his own accord, and willingly 
indulge in sins, and despise and neglect so many salutary 
warnings calling him to repentance; whoso wantonly and 
foolishly abusing the mercy of God, and staying himself 
on it, shall become hardened in his sins even to the very 
approach of death, and then roused for the first time by the 
fear and horror of instant and everlasting death, begins 
perchance too late, to grow wise, such an one is in danger, 
lest to his extreme cost he meet with the wrath, and not the 
mercy of God, as His own words testify. Thus saith the 
Lord by Micah: ‘ Then shall they cry unto the Lord, but He ch. 3. 4. 
will not hear them: He will even hide His face from them 
at that time, as they have behaved themselves ill in their 
doings: for they would not hear My voice when I stretched 
forth My hands unto them all the day long.’ Truly it is to 
be feared, lest he reap the due rewards of his deeds, for 
having so slothfully and wastefully abused the time which 
God had granted unto him for repentance. Nevertheless, 
let no one despair. For even if in the last moment of death 
he shall shew signs of true repentance, which, however, rarely 
happens to such men, (for with truth doth St. Paul say ‘and 
this we will do if God permit,’) he must not be refused the 
comfort of absolution.” By which we are plainly taught, 
1. that there are persons who, after having received the 
proof of the Divine favour towards them, (that is, as is said 
above, after they have been absolved and have received re- 
mission of sins through Christ,) willingly plunge into sin and 
neglect the salutary warning calling them to repent in time, 
and continue hardened in sin even to the very approach of 
death. And 2ndly, that the repentance and salvation of 
i Vee 
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. such is so far from being certain and infallible, that it 
‘~ is very doubtful and full of danger: for it is of the lapsed 


that the Waldensians understand these tremendous words of 
the Lord by His prophet: “They shall call unto Me, and I 
will not hear,” &c. And they moreover expressly say, that it 
very rarely happens that such persons give signs of true re- 
pentance, applying to such what the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews says concerning those who have apostatized from 
the faith of Christ. 

§ 19. But it is now time for us reverently to listen to the 
voice of the ancient Church upon this subject, and to enquire 
what the age of old held concerning it, as Dr. Tully himself 
advises. J have said that his supposition that the salvation 
of all those who have been once endued with justifying faith 
is certain, was opposed to the judgment of all Catholic 
antiquity. If Dr. Tully will not believe me whom he con- 
siders a mere novice in the writings of the Fathers, he will 
at least trust two witnesses who without doubt are most con- 
versant in the works of antiquity, and moreover are most 
upright men. The great Gerard Vossius, in his History of 
Pelagianism, in explaining his eleventh thesis, proves by 
most clear testimony that St. Augustine himself constantly 
acknowledges that justifymg faith and regenerating grace 
might be lost and is lost by many, notwithstanding his own 
addition to the common opinion of the early Fathers on 
Perseverance, namely, that that was not only the gift of God, 
but that it flowed necessarily from the absolute decree of 
salvation. In his twelfth thesis he boldly affirms that “all 
antiquity is opposed to indefectibility ;” and in confirmation 
and explanation of this thesis, he, at other times a most 
unassuming writer, compelled by the audacity of some who 
blushed not to join the authority of the ancients to their 
novel and contrary opinion, thus expresses himself; “That 
what we have said is the common opinion of antiquity, such 
moderns alone can deny, who in other matters perhaps are 
not uneducated, but yet are plainly strangers to antiquity, 
or who have their minds so enslaved to one or two men’s 
opinions, as to choose rather seeing with their eyes than 
with their own, and prefer erring with them to thinking 
rightly with others.” 
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This great man clearly shews also how clumsily many sECT. 
passages of the Fathers are brought forward by some who —Y14— 
have misused them for supporting this doctrine of indefecti- 
bility, and proposes certain clear rules and distinctions by 
which apparent contradictions in ancient writers on this 
subject may be easily removed. Our next witness is the 
right reverend and very learned prelate, and noble ornament 
of our Church, John Overall, who in his judgment on. the 
five points, thus speaks concerning this question. “That [Lambeth 
opinion which is the cause of so much dispute, namely, ‘ of pG* 
. the certain perseverance of all those who have once believed, 1651.] 
and have been regenerate,’ was never approved of by any of 
the Fathers of the ancient Church, but has been rejected by 
all antiquity, and but too well refuted by the experience of 
all ages ™, and never arose till these later times,” &c. After 
these witnesses, who are universally considered worthy of 
credit, the great Grotius, perhaps, may obtain a fair hearing 
even from his enemies. It is worth while attending to what he 
says in the Animadversions on his notes to Cassander, (title 
On the Difference of Sins.) “A more pernicious doctrine,” op. vol. 
he says, “could not have been introduced into Christianity 4p. 649-] 
than this,—namely, that a man who has believed or been re- 
generate, (for these terms with many are equivalent,) might 
fall into wickedness and crimes, but that it was impossible 
for him, on that account, to fall from the favour of God, or 
incur his condemnation. None of the ancients taught this, 
none would have endured it to be taught, nor have I ever 
seen plainer proofs of Scripture being wrested to private and 
bad interpretations than in this matter.” Nor has Riveta, 
the celebrated opponent of Grotius, either in his Examina- 
tion or elsewhere, adduced any proof from any ancient Ca- 
tholic writer, of the certain and infallible perseverancé of all 
the regenerate, which, when examined on the rules and ob- 
servations of Vossius which I have just mentioned, is not 
clearly altogether foreign to his purpose. Let the reader 
compare them and judge for himself. 

m «Tt is proved alas by many ex- wicked life in aversion from Him.” 
amples, that some of those who have Prosper. Respons. ad cap. Gallor. Resp. 
been regenerated in Christ Jesus, re- ad Object. 7. [Append. ad vol. x. Au« 
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§ 20. With some meaning, however, did Overall say that 
this opinion of the indefectibility of justifying faith ‘ had 
been rejected by all antiquity :’ and Grotius, that “none 
of the ancients would have endured the teacher of it.” For 
there were formerly some who dared to put forth this dogma, 
but they were continually rejected by the Catholic Fathers 
of the Church, and were considered unorthodox, if not here- 
tical. The first promoters of this opinion (as far as I can 
remember) were the Valentinians, of whom Irenzus gives 
the following account. ‘ For as that which is earthly cannot 
partake of salvation, (for they say it is not capable of it,) so, 
on the contrary, that which is spiritual, which they say 
themselves are, cannot admit corruption in whatever actions 
they may be involved. For in the same way as gold thrown 
into the mire loseth not its beauty, but retaineth its own 
nature, the mire having no power to hurt the gold, so they 
say that themselves, though engaged in any kind of material 
actions, cannot be injured or lose any of their spiritual sub- 
stance.” And again, “ They exalt and call themselves per- 
fect, and the seeds of election. We, they say, have received 
grace only as a loan, and therefore it will be taken from us, 
but that themselves profess it as their own, having come 
down to them from heaven from the ineffable and mysterious 
syzygy, and therefore, that it will increase in them.” Nothing 
certainly can be more similar to this doctrine of the Valen- 
tinians (if you only take away the “syzygy”’), than the opi- 
nion of certain divines, whose names I forbear mentioning. 
What was the opinion of Irenzeus, and Catholics of that age, 
and how opposed it was to the madness of the Gnostics, is 
clear from a passage in his fourth book, chapter the seventy- 
second. “Since,” he says, “all are of the same nature, and 
are able to retain and exercise what is good, and to lose it 
and not do good: with men, (and how much more with 
God,) some are justly praised and receive the just testimony 
of good choice and perseverance: while others are accused, 
and receive the punishment they deserved, because they 
have rejected what is just and good.” 

§ 21. St. Jerome places this as second among the errone- 
ous dogmas of Jovinian, viz., that “those who had been bap- 
tized cannot be tempted by the devil; (so as to fall under 
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the temptation ;) and that if any were tempted, it was a SECT. 
proof that they had been baptized with water only, and not see Tabs, 
with the Spirit.” Jovinian, therefore, supposed that no one 

truly regenerate was ever conquered and overcome by the 

devil, so as to be able to be brought again into his dominion. 

In refuting his error, St. Jerome, besides others, brings for- 

ward the passage from the Hebrews, and thus argues from ch.6.4—6. 
it: “ We cannot deny that those have been baptized (i. e. with 

the Spirit), who have been enlightened and have tasted of the 
heavenly gift and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost. 

But if the baptized cannot sin, how does the Apostle say, 

‘If they shall fall away’?’” Towards the end of the fourth 
century the Predestinarian heresy arose, the leader of which 

was one Lucidus, a Priest: to whom Faustus, while he still 

clearly professed to be a Catholic, wrote an epistle which 

the Synod of Arles approved of. In it are certain anathemas, rvyia, 
the third of which is as follows. “Cursed be he that sayeth Ly oe 
that he who has perished received not grace, so as that he trum Or- 
could be saved.” Whence it is quite clear that Lucidus, vera 
who falls under this anathema, said that none of those who 1569. part 
perish had ever received any thing from Christ by which he gs 
might be saved; that he had not even been gifted with justi- 

fying grace, or ever been made truly regenerate in Christ. 

And this is still clearer from the explanation of the Catholic 
opinion, as opposed to this error of the Predestinarians 

which occurs in the same epistle, in these words: “ But we, 

by the illumination of Christ, truly and confidently affirm, 

that he who has perished through sin, could have been saved 
through grace if he had not denied active obedience to grace 

ever waiting on him; and that he who through grace attains 

by humble obedience to the goal of a happy consummation, 

might have fallen through sloth, and perished through sin.” 
Shortly afterwards, as it appears from Faustus’s preface, the 

Synod of Lyons subscribed to the anathemas of that of 

Arles. 

§ 22. At length in the ninth century the wretched monk 
Gothescalcus revived the condemned heresy of the Predesti- 
narians. Hincmar, in a letter to Pope Nicolas, has given us Apud Flo- 
his dogmas, amongst which is the following: “Those who $24" 
perish were never truly, but only sacramentally redeemed.” 
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This is explained more clearly in a letter from Amolo, Arch- 
bishop of Lyons, to Gothescaleus, which has now at length 
been published by the learned I. Sirmondi. In this letter, 
Amolo relates that he had seen the writings of Gothescalcus, 
on Divine Predestination: and he selects from them six 
heads of doctrine to be severally refuted, the third of which 
is, “They who perish out of the number of the faithful were 
never incorporated into Christ or His Church, or made 
members of the lost and saved sheep, and so were never 
Christians, even at the time when either in their infancy they 
were brought to partake in the mysteries of regeneration 
and the Holy Sacrifice, or in maturer years they themselves 
approached thereunto.” Gothescalcus, with his new dogmas, 
was condemned by all the Bishops of Germany in 848, at the 
Synod of Mayence, at which Rabanus Maurus, the great 
ornament of that age, presided, and the famous Haymo was 
present. The Church of Rheims over which Hincmar pre- 
sided, and a Council of other Bishops of Belgian Gaul, 
commonly called the Council of Cresci, shortly afterwards 
agreed to the decrees of this Synod. So manifest was the 
agreement upon this article of Catholic tradition, and so great 
was the reverence for it at that time amongst parties who 
differed in other points, that even the Church of Lyons, in 
most things but too well inclined towards Gothescalcus, did 
not dare to defend the teacher of novelties in this particular, 
but approved of the decision of both Synods. The Synod also 
of Valence, which was held by fourteen Bishops from the 
provinces of Lyons, Vienne and Arles, condemned in the 
same terms as the above-mentioned Synods, this doctrine of 
Gothescalcus, on the certain salvation of all regenerate per- 
sons: although, from some unworthy jealousy, as a learned 
man has remarked, all kinds of attempts were made to shake 
and annul the decrees of the Council of Cresci, and even of 
Mayence, the leader of which attempts was one Ebbo of 
Grenoble, who was secretly an enemy of Hincmar, the chief 
promoter of the act of Cresci, because, when his uncle Ebbo, 
Bishop of Rheims, was degraded, Hinemar was appointed 
his successor. Now in the fifth canon of this Council it is 
thus decreed: “ We believe also that it must be most firmly 
held, that the whole multitude of the faithful regenerated by 
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water and the Holy Ghost, and by this truly incorporated s EC T. 
into the Church, and according to the apostolic doctrine, ae 
baptized into the death of Christ, are washed in His blood 
from their sins: for true regeneration could not take place 
in them unless there were true redemption also, since in the 
sacraments of the Church nothing is vain, nothing delusive, 
but every thing is wholly true, and depending on His truth 
and steadfastness. Yet of this body of the faithful and 
redeemed, some are everlastingly saved because by the grace 
of God they continue faithfully in their state of redemption, 
keeping in mind the word of their Lord Himself: ‘He that 
endureth to the end the same shall be saved:’ and some 
because they will not continue in the salvation of faith which 
they received at the beginning, but chose to make the grace 
of redemption of none effect by their evil doctrine rather than 
preserve it, by no means attain unto the fulness of salvation 
and participation of eternal blessedness.” Thus we see the 
opinion of Gothescalcus on this head was rejected with an 
extraordinary degree of consent on both sides. And the 
Church of Christ contmued unanimous on this point till the 
sixteenth century, when every one knows by whom the error 
of Gothescalcus was again upheld. And imdeed, I hardly 
think that any other poimt of Christian doctrine could be 
found, which has come down to us with a greater consent of 
Catholic doctors, or with a more unbroken tradition than this 
on the defectibility of justifying faith. 

§ 23. But finally to clench the point. Even supposing we. 
were to grant that the Church of England is entirely silent 
on this point, and has given no express or definite opinion 
for either side, (which we have shewn above to be utterly 
false,) still all true sons of our Church would be bound totally to 
reject and condemn their opinion who uphold the certain and 
infallible salvation of all who have been once regenerate. ‘They 
would be bound to dothis, I say, by the canon which was decreed 
in the Synod held in London 1571, which we have mentioned 
in this Apology and elsewhere. In this canon it is expressly 
commanded, “that they preach nothing to be religiously held 
and believed by the people, except that which is agreeable to 
the doctrine of the Old and New Testaiment, and which the 
Catholic Fathers and ancient Bishops have collected from 
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that very doctrine.” How then can they evade this canon, 


— who not only preach the doctrine of indefectibility to be re- 


ligiously held by all, (which doctrine the Catholic Fathers 
and ancient Bishops are so far from collecting from the 
Scriptures, that with one voice they have openly rejected and 
condemned it as plainly contrary to Scripture, and withal 
extremely dangerous,) but in order that the poison may 
more widely spread amongst the people, carefully inculcate 
it in their systems, Enchiridions and Catechisms for candi- 
dates for the ministry, to be taught by them to others? 
Who is not indignant at the iniquity of those men who 
whilst they themselves fiercely uphold the novelties of some 
innovator of yesterday, both in this and other points of 
doctrine, in opposition to the whole stream of ancient doctors, 
are before the unlearned furiously attacking their opponents, 
who shrink most religiously from departing even a_hair’s 
breadth from the judgment of antiquity, and brand them 
with the names of innovators and deserters of the doctrine of 
the Church? But let us proceed to other matters. 

§ 24. Fourthly, and lastly, Dr. Tully teaches that “ Christ 
has made satisfaction and offered Himself upon the cross 
solely for the sins of the elect.” For in his Enchiridion, 
when treating on the Satisfaction of Christ, he thus interro- 
gates the catechumen. “4. Has Christ then truly made 
satisfaction for the sins of the faithful.” B. “ Yes, entirely.” 
But why this restriction ‘for the sins of the faithful?’ Why 


[c.2.p.4¢.] not ‘for the sins of all mankind?’ For as Overall excellently 


explains this, “ Scripture simply tells us that God gave His 
Son for the world, and it places the condition not in the 
death of Christ, but in the faith of man, and in his salvation 
to follow conditionally from faith. The Son is so given, that 
if men believe in Him, they may be saved. But whether 
they believe or not, God has given His Son for them, and in 
Him hath proposed salvation under the condition of faith. 
But that men may perform this condition, God both exhorts 
them in His word, and in deed excites and helps them by 
the grace of the Holy Spirit, so that the fault is with men 
and not with God if they do not believe.’ But who, accord- 
ing to the Doctor, are these faithful persons, for whom alone 
Christ has truly made satisfaction? only the elect, who, as 
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has just been shewn the Doctor expressly lays down, possess S$ u f at 
justifying faith.” But how greatly does this restriction and —- 
limitation of the satisfaction of Jesus Christ for the elect 
alone, strike at the very foundations of the Gospel: and 
how entirely this opinion was rejected and anathematized by 
the ancient Catholic Church, may be clearly seen from what 
has been already said in the answer tothe eleventh Stricture. § 8. p. 78. 
That the more ancient Confessions of the foreign reformed 
Churches, as that of Augsburg, Saxony, &c., openly and 
constantly support and defend the universality of grace and 
redemption through Christ, must be seen at once, by any 
one who has even looked at these Confessions. It remains 
then for us to see what is the opinion of the English Church. 
That Christ has not only truly redeemed the elect but even 
those who perish, follows most clearly from the position which 
we have just explained: namely, that some of those who 
perish, were gifted through and for the sake of Christ with 
true regenerating and justifying grace, and were actually 
placed in a state of salvation: from whence they fell through 
their own fault. But we need not here have recourse to 
inferences. 

§ 25. Let us again listen to the learned Bishop Overall: 
“Concerning the death of Christ,’ he says, “so plain and [c.2-p.45.] 
consistent is the opinion of our Church, that our Lord Jesus 
Christ died for all men whatsoever, or for all the sins of all 
men, that it is wonderful how any amongst us have dared to 
controvert this point. In the seventh article, ‘Both in the 
Old and New Testament, everlasting life is offered to man- 
kind by Christ, Who is the only spaacians between God and 
man, being both God and man.’ In the fifteenth, ‘ Christ 
eame to be the Lamb without spot, Who by sacrifice of 
Himself once made, should take away the sins of the world.’ 
In the thirty-first, ‘The offering of Christ once made, is that 
perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction for all the 
sins of the whole world, both original and actual.’ The 
same is taught in the common Catechism as the plainest 
meaning of the second article of the Creed, in which every 
one is to believe in God the Son, ‘Who redeemed Him and 
all mankind.’ So in the Nicene Creed, ‘Who for us men, 
and for our salvation, came down from heaven,’ &c. And in 
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- many places in our Liturgy, as in the consecration of the 


Eucharist, ‘God, Who didst give Thine only Son Jesus 
Christ to suffer death upon the cross for our redemption, 
Who made there by His one oblation, &c. a full, perfect, and 


sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of 


the whole world” And the Communion is given to each, in 
these words’: ‘The Body of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was 
given for thee. The Blood which was shed for thee,’” &c. 

§ 26. Many passages in the Homilies agree with the 
Articles in this point. But not to be tedious, it will suffice 
to quote one or two from the Homily of the Death and 
Passion of our Saviour Christ, where, if any where, it is fair 
to suppose that our Church has declared her opinion in the 
matter. In the beginning of the second part the great 
mercy of our Saviour Christ is set forth, “ Who suffered 
death universally for all men.” And afterwards in the same 
Homily we read, “‘ So God loved the world,’ saith St. John, 
‘that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in Him, should not perish, but have hfe ever- 
lasting.’ If God declared so great love towards us, His silly 
creatures, how can we of right but love Him again? was 
not this a sure pledge of His love, to give us His own Son 
from heaven? He might have given us an angel if He would, 
or some other creature, and yet should His love have been 
far above our deserts. Now He gave us not an angel, but 
His Son. And what Son? His only Son, His natural Son, 
His well-beloved Son. Even that Son whom He had made 
lord and ruler over all things. Was not this a singular 
token of great love? But to whom did He give Him? He 
gave Him to the whole world: that is to say, Adam, and all 
that should come after him.” What could be more clearly 
stated ? 

§ 27. Let me see, however, what our most approved 
divines have determined on this point, and those too who 
lived at the time when the Articles and Homilies were put 
forth. We again appeal to the two Martyrs, Hooper and 
Latimer, as witnesses to this doctrine of the Church. Hooper, 
in his Explanation of the Decalogue, (of which valuable work 
it is much to be regretted that through our own carelessness 
scarcely any copies remain,) so frequently, so openly, and so 
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vigorously defends the doctrine of the universality of re- SECT. 
demption and Divine grace through Christ, and moreover, —Y!! . 
so meets the principal objections brought against it, that 

clearer and more accurate statements are scarcely to be 

found amongst the learned divines of our own age, who lived 

after the controversy had been sifted. But let us hear his 

own words: in the preface to this Exposition, he says; 

- All those, that be comprehended under the promise, belong 

to Christ. And as far extendeth the virtue and strength of 

God’s promise to save man, as the rigour and justice of that 

law for sin to damn man. ‘Therefore as by the offence of Rom. 5. 
one judgment came upon all men unto condemnation, as !” !* 
St. Paul saith, ‘even so by the righteousness of one the free 

gift came upon all men unto justification of life’ The words 

of the promise made unto Adam and Abraham confirm the 

same: they are these: ‘I will put enmity between thee and Gen. 3.15. 
the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall 

bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.’ For as we 

were in Adam before his fall, and should, if he had not 
sinned, have been of the same innocence and perfection that 

he was created in; so were we in his loins when he sinned, 

and participated of his sm. And as we were in him, and 
partakers of the ill; so were we in him, when God made him 

a promise of grace; and we are partakers of the same grace, 

not as the children of Adam, but as the children of promise. 

As the sins of Adam without privilege or exception extended 

and appertained unto all Adam’s and every of Adam’s 
posterity ; so did this promise of grace generally appertain 

as well to every and singular of Adam’s posterity, as to 
Adam: as it is more plainly expressed where God promiseth Gen. 15. 4, 
to bless in the seed of Abraham all the people of the world; °' 1” 
and Paul maketh no diversity in Christ of Jew or Gentile. Gal, 3, 9s. 
Further ; it was never forbid, but that all sorts of people and ©: ® 11. 
of every progeny in the world should be made partakers of 

the Jews’ religion and ceremonies. Further; St. Paul doth Rom.5.15, 
by collation of Adam and Christ, sin and grace, thus interpret 

God’s promise, and maketh not Christ inferior to Adam, nor 

grace unto sin. If all then shall be saved, what is to be said 

of those that St. Peter speaketh of, that shall perish for their 1 Pet. 2. 
false doctrine. And hkewise Christ saith, that the gate is 
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straight that leadeth to life, and few enter? Thus the Scrip- 
ture answereth, that the promise of grace appertaineth to 
every sort of men in the world, and comprehendeth them all; 
howbeit within certain limits and bounds, the which if men 
neglect or pass over, they exclude themselves from the pro- 
mise in Christ. As Cain was no more excluded till he ex- 
cluded himself, than Abel, Saul than David, Judas than 
Peter, Esau than Jacob. By the Scripture it seemeth that 
the sentence of God was given to save the one, and to damn 
the other, before the one loved God, or the other hated God. 
Howbeit these threatenings of God against Esau, if he had 
not of his wilful malice excluded himself from the promise of 
grace, should no more have hindered his salvation than God’s 
threatenings against Nineveh; which notwithstanding that 
God said it should be destroyed within forty days, stood a 
great time after, and did penance. Esau was circumcised 
and presented unto the Church of God by his father Isaac 
in all external ceremonies, as well as Jacob, and that his life 
and conversation were not as agreeable unto justice and 
equity as Jacob’s, the sentence of God unto Rebecca was 
not in the fault, but his own malice. For there is mentioned 
nothing at all in that place that Esau was disinherited of 
eternal life, but that he should be inferior to his brother 
Jacob in this world: which prophecy was fulfilled in their 
posterity, and not in the persons themselves. Of this accepta- 
tion of the one, and reprobation of the other, concerning the 
promise of the earth, speaketh Malachi the Prophet, as the 
beginning of his book declareth, speaking in this wise: ‘I 
have loved you, saith the Lord: yet ye say, Wherein hast Thou 
loved us?’ God answereth, ‘Was not Esau Jacob’s brother ? 
saith the Lord: notwithstanding I loved Jacob and hated 
Esau. Wherein hated God Esau? the Prophet sheweth: ‘T 
laid his mountains and his heritage waste for dragons of the 
wilderness.’ Wherein he loved Jacob the text declareth. 
God transferred the right and title that appertained unto 
Esau the elder brother, to Jacob the younger: likewise the 
land that was promised unto Abraham and Isaac, was by 
legacy and testament given unto Jacob and his posterity. 
St. Paul useth this example of Jacob and Esau for none 
other purpose but to take away from the Jews the thing that 
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they most put their trust in; that is to say, the vain hope 


they{had in the carnal lineage and natural descent from the - 


family: and household of Abraham; and likewise their false 
confidence“ they had in the keeping of the law of Moses.” 
Thus far Hooper. Which of the divines whom Dr. Tully 
insults as’ innovators, could wish for any thing more explicit 
in this” controversy than this? And it is especially to be 
observed, that the blessed Martyr fully and entirely agrees 
with us in his explanation of that celebrated passage of 
St. Paul, (Rom. 9,) from the misconstruction of which passage 
the Calvinists have deduced their dreadful doctrines which 
we are now opposing. 

§ 28. Presently 1 in the same preface, after a te discussion 
on original sin, (where he expressly denies that the image of 
God was destroyed in man by it,) he goes on in the following 
words. ‘ And this imperfection or natural sickness taken of 
Adam, excludeth not the person from the promise of God in 
Christ, except we transgress the limits and bounds of this 
original sin by our own folly and malice, and either of a con- 
tempt or hate of God’s word, we fall into sin, and transform 
ourselves into the image of the devil. Then we exclude by 
this means ourselves from the promises and merits of Christ, 
Who only receives our infirmities and original disease, and 
not the contempt of Him and His law. Further, the 
promises appertain to such as repent. Therefore Isaiah said 
without exception, that the infirmities of all men were cast 
upon His blessed shoulder. It is our office, therefore, to see 
we exclude not ourselves from the general grace promised to 
all men. It is not a Christian man’s part to attribute his 
salvation to his own free will with the Pelagian, and extenuate 
original sin; nor to make God the author of ill and our 
damnation, with the Manichee: nor yet to say, God hath 
written fatal laws, as the Stoic, and with necessity of destiny 
violently pulleth one by the hair into heaven, and thrusteth 
the other headlong into hell. But ascertain thyself by the 
Scripture, what be the causes of reprobation, and what of 
election. The cause of rejection or damnation is sin in man, 
which will not hear, neither receive the promise of the 
Gospel; or else, after he hath received it, by accustomed 
doing of ill, falleth either into a contempt of the Gospel, and 
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. will not study to live thereafter, or else hateth the Gospel, 
‘_ because it condemneth his ungodly life, and would there were 


neither God nor Gospel to punish him for doing of ill,” &e. 
‘This sentence is true, howsoever men judge of predestina- 
tion: God is not the cause of sin, nor would have man to 
sin. ‘Thou art not aGod that hath pleasure in wickedness ;’ 
and it is said, ‘O Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself: but in 
Me is thine help.’ The cause of our election is the mercy of 
God in Christ. Howbeit, he that will be partaker of this 
election must receive the promise in Christ by faith. For, 
therefore are we elected, because afterwards we are made the 
members of Christ. Therefore, as in the justification or 
remission of sin there is a cause, though no dignity at all, in 
the receiver of his justification, and so we judge him by the 
Scripture to be justified, and to have remission of his sin, 
because he received the grace promised in Christ: so we 
judge of election by the event or success that happeneth in 
the life of man, those only to be elected that by faith appre- 
hend the mercy promised in Christ.” 

Nothing surely can be plainer than all this, as opposed to 
those pernicious doctrines of some whom he elsewhere calls 
evangelicals, and which, derived from the writings of Calvin, 
were beginning to spread in England during the holy Martyr’s 
time. For he clearly teaches, Ist, that to the sin and misery 
which we derive from the first Adam, the grace of Christ the 
second Adam is so entirely equal, that no one incurs eternal 
damnation on account of original sin alone. 2ndly, that 
Christ bore on His Cross the infirmities of all men without 
exception. 38rdly, that men are by no means drawn to sal- 
vation or thrust into hell fire by a fatal necessity. 4thly, that 
the sole cause of reprobation is sim in man, not any kind of 
sin, but only a contempt of the word or grace of God which 
has been solemnly offered him. Nay, he even goes farther 
than this, and teaches, 5thly, that man is therefore chosen 
by God from everlasting, because in after time he was made 
a member of Christ, (which perhaps is intended in the 
seventeenth article of our Church by the phrase, ‘ chosen in 
Christ.’) 6thly, and lastly, that the election of man from 
everlasting, although it have for its object, man embracing 
the grace of Christ by faith, still is entirely gratuitous : just 
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as justification, which takes place in time, is altogether era- SECT. 
tuitous, notwithstanding the condition of faith is required in Alia 
him that is to be justified. Should the reader wish to know 
more on this subject, he may be referred to the remainder of 
this same preface, and also to the seventeenth and nineteenth 
chapters of the work itself. 

§ 29. It must carefully be observed, that this last passage 
from Bishop Hooper is in great measure transcribed nearly 
word for word from Philip Melancthon, who drew up the 
Augsburg Confession ; whose doctrines, as I have elsewhere 
mentioned, were adopted by the first movers of our Refor- 
mation, as being especially agreeable to Scripture and the 
teaching of the ancient Church, while they rejected Calvin’s 
tenets. Hor my own part, I have no doubt of my assertion, 
but without taking my opinion, the reader can judge for 
himself in the following passage from his Loci Theologici: Corp. 
treating of Predestination, he says, “There is always much eos 
dispute touching the cause of election ; as for instance, Cain vol. i. p. 
and Abel disputed on the cause of one being preferred to the ¥ 
other; and again Esau and Jacob, and generally, those 
persons who only know the teaching of reason or the law, 
think of some human judge, and thence infer that a law or 
our own merits and worthiness are the causes of election. 
So thought the Jews, and so most writers on the Sentences senten- 
have written. We, on the other hand, hold these three ane 
positions: first, we have no right to form our judgment 
about election either from reason or law, but from the 
Gospel: secondly, the whole number of those who are to be 
saved for Christ’s sake are elected ; wherefore, unless we have 
the knowledge of Christ, we can say nothing about election: 
thirdly, we must not look for one cause for justification, and 
a different one for election. Peter is elected because he is a 
member of Christ : so also is he righteous, that 1s, pleasing to 
God, because by faith he was made a member of Christ. As 
therefore, when we speak of justification, we start from the 
Gospel, or from the knowledge of the voice of the Gospel, so 
when we are going to speak about election, we must know 
the voice of the Gospel: so must we form our judgments, 
who are bound to begin from the knowledge of Christ 


and of His Gospel. Let us seek therefore for the promise in 
BULL. Z, 


SECT. 


VIL. 


Ps. 5. 4 
ch. 13. 9. 


Ex. 33. 19. 


Joh. 6. 44. 


8388 Election, the free mercy of God. 


which God has declared His will, and let us be sure that there 
is no other will to be sought for concerning grace beside the 
Word,” &c. Soon after he says, “It is certain that this is 
the cause of reprobation, namely, sin in men who neither 
hear nor receive the Gospel, or who reject the faith before 
they depart hence. In such as these, their own sins and 
carnal will are the cause of their reprobation. Jor most true 
is it, that God is not the cause of sin, neither willeth sin. 
For the Psalmist saith, ‘For Thou art the God that hast no 
pleasure in wickedness ;? and Hosea, ‘O Israel, thou hast 
destroyed thyself: but in Me is thine help.’ Saul by his own 
will lost the Holy Spirit, of his own will opposed His holy 
motions. Thus much is certain touching the cause of rejec- 
tion or reprobation: for a promise requireth faith. But on 
the other hand, it is rightly affirmed, that the cause of 
election is mercy in the will of God, Who wills not the 
destruction of all mankind, but for His Son’s sake gathers 
together and preserves His Church. This is St. Paul’s 
meaning, when in Rom. 9. 15, he quotes the saying, ‘I will 
have mercy on whom I will have mercy.’ He is denying 
that men were elected for the law’s sake, or for any preroga- 
tive of race, that it may be clearer that the Church is elected 
and built for His Son’s sake: nevertheless, in the receiver 
there must be an apprehension of the promise, namely, the 
knowledge of Christ. For for this cause are we elected, be- 
cause we are members of Christ. Therefore we say that in 
justification there is a certain cause in the receiver, not 
worthiness, but in that he apprehends the promise, together 
with which the Holy Spirit operates; as St. Paul says, ‘ Faith 
cometh of hearing ; and thus we judge concerning election, 
a posteriori, viz. that without doubt they are elected who 
apprehend by faith the mercy promised through Christ, and 
retain that faith unto the end.” Who does not now see that 
Bishop Hooper had imbibed much of Melancthon’s teaching ? 
The following words occur in the same passage: “So when it 
is said in St. John, ‘No man can come to Me except the 
Father which hath sent Me draw him,’ it immediately follows, 
‘Every man therefore that hath heard and hath learned of 
the Father, cometh unto Me.’ God begins and draws us by 
His Word and Holy Spirit: but it is our duty to hear and 
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learn, that is, to apprehend the promise, not oppose our- S EC T. 
selves, or indulge in hesitation or doubt.” Bishop Hooper, a hae 
little after the last passage quoted from him, gives precisely 

the same explanation. “John saith, ‘No man cometh to Me, 
except My Father draw him.” Many men understand these 
words in a wrong sense, as though God required in a reason- 

able man no more than in a dead post, and do not attend to 

the words that follow; ‘ Every man that hath heard and hath 
learned of the Father, cometh to Me.” God draweth with 

His Word and the Holy Ghost, but man’s duty is to hear 

and learn, that is to say, receive the grace offered, consent 

to the promise, and not repugn the God that calleth.’”’? These 
quotations, though by the way, have not been I trust in 

vain. 

§ 30. We now come to our other witness, the pious 
Latimer. He too, like his associate Hooper, supports and 
defends the teaching of Melancthon in many passages; a 
few of which I will now quote. In his Sermon preached on Lat. Ser- 
Septuagesima Sunday, we read: “But when we are about ii pe B13. 
this matter, (namely election,) and are troubled within our- 
selves whether wee bee elect or no: we must ever have this 
maxime or principall rule before our eyes, namely, that God 
beareth a good will towards us. But you will say, how shall 
I know that? or how shall I believe that? we may know 
God’s will towards us through Christ, God hath opened 
Himself unto us by His Sonne Christ. For so saith St. John 
the Evangelist: Filius qui est mm sinu Patris ipse revelavit, 
that is, ‘The Sonne which is in the bosome of the Father, 

He hath revealed.’ Therefore we may perceive His good 
will and love towards us, He hath sent the same His Son 
into this world, which hath suffered most painfull death for 
us. Shall I now think that God hateth me? Or shall I 
doubt of His love towards me? Heere you see how you shall 
avoyd the scrupulous and most dangerous question of the 
predestination of God. For if thou wilt enquire His coun- 
sailes, and enter into His consistory, thy wit will deceive 
thee, for thou shalt not be able to search the counsailes of 
God. But if thou begin with Christ and consider His 
coming into the world, and dost believe that God hath sent 
Him for thy sake, to suffer for thee, and deliver thee from 
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. sin, death, the devill, and hell, then when thou art so armed 


with the knowledge of Christ, this simple question cannot 
hurt thee ;~For thou art in the book of life which is Christ 
Himself. Also we learne by this sentence, Multi sunt vocatt: 
‘that many are called:’ that the preaching of the Gospel is 
universall, that it pertaineth to all mankind: That it is 
written, In omnem terram exivit sonus eorum, ‘Through the 
whole earth their sound is heard. Now seeing that the 
Gospel is universall, it appeareth He would have all mankind 
saved, and that the fault is not in Him if we be damned. 
For it is written thus. Deus vult Omnes homines salvos fieri, 
‘God would have all men to be saved?” The remainder of 
the sermon should be read, which for brevity sake is now 
omitted. In the sermon also on the first Sunday after 
Epiphany we read, “ For if the most part be damned, the 
fault is not in God but in themselves; for it is written, Deus 
vult omnes homines salvos fieri, ‘God would that all men 
should be saved.? But they themselves procure their owne 
damnation.” And again in the same sermon, “'Think that 
God hath chosen those that believe in Christ, and that 
Christ is the booke of life: If thou believest in Him, then 
thou art written in the booke of life, and shalt be saved. So 
we need not go about to trouble ourselves with curious 
questions of the predestination of God.” Where he says, 
“Tf thou believest in Him, then thou art written in the book 
of life,’ we must understand a persevering faith; and that 
this is his meaning is plain, from what he says immediately 
after: “So we may be in the booke one time, and afterward 
when we forget God and His Word, and doe wickedly, we 
come out of the booke,’” which words have been already 
quoted on the subject of perseverance. Lastly, (to omit 
many passages of the same purport,) the holy Father in his 
sixth sermon on the Lord’s Prayer, when speaking against 
the Novatian heresy, says, “ Christ alone, and none else, hath 
merited remission, justification, and so eternal blessedness 
for all those who will believe this; they who will not believe 
it, will not enjoy them. For Christ poured forth no less a 
portion of His blood for Judas than for Peter; Peter believed 
and was saved, Judas would not believe and therefore was he 
damned, and he himself the sole author of his damnation.” 


Es 
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Good Lord! for what times hast Thou reserved us! If this SECT. 


holy Martyr were now alive, and were either to write or 
preach these same doctrines, how would the zealots of these 
days exclaim against him, as one accursed! how would they 
not bespatter him with the name of heretic, Pelagian, 
Arminian, and the like reproaches! Forsooth these gentle- 
men boast about their agreement with the first movers of our 
Reformation, and yet meanwhile they defame in the ears of 
the unlearned as innovators, and endeavour in every way to 
oppress, those who teach nothing but what those holy men 
taught before them. But I forbear. 

§ 31. From what has already been said concerning the 
doctrine of our Church, the reader will perceive with what 
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judgment Dr. Tully attributed the following words to those Justif. 


whom he calls innovators: namely, that “the Fathers of our 
Reformation were good men, but savoured somewhat of 
Calvinism or fanaticism.” Here certainly Dr. Tully is alto- 
gether mistaken: no one of these innovators in his senses 
would have said this. For allowing, as we do, that Calvin 
was a man of great ability, and in many points of much 
service in the Reformation, still it must be quite clear that 
the first movers of the Reformation were entirely opposed to 
him as well in discipline as in doctrine, in so far as he differed 
both from Melancthon and other more ancient teachers of a 
restored and purer Christianity. For granting these two 
positions, Ist, that Christ has truly redeemed even those 
who perish: 2ndly, that it is possible for those who really 
believe in Christ, and have been justified by Him, thoroughly 
to fall away through their own fault, from faith and justifi- 
cation, and to perish everlastingly, (and these are plain and 
undoubted doctrines of our Church,) the whole system and 
machinery of what is called Calvinism falls to the ground: 
and this will presently be plain to any one who shall pay the 
least attention to the subject. Now it is of no use to refer 
here to the article on predestination: nor shall I enter into 
a controversy with any one on any predestination of God so 
maintained as not to overturn these two fundamental points 
clearly laid down by our Church. I contend for this one 
thing only: that on account of the uncertain and various 
ideas and speculations of God’s secret predestination, we 
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SECT. must not deny such clear and established doctrines both of 
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Scripture and of our own and the Catholic Church as these 
are, but rather believe that these secret things are so to be 
explained by what is revealed and plain to us, that the one 
may be consistent with the other: which a learned prelate 
some time since recommended. Our Church in her seven- 
teenth article has so cautiously given the doctrine of pre- 
destination, that no Catholic can have any cause for reject- 
ing the article, especially if Hooper (who took a leading part 
in the Synod which first sent forth our Articles), or Bishop 
Latimer his contemporary, be considered a competent inter- 
preter of itswords. But even after our Church had so prudently 
and cautiously explained this doctrine, she altogether draws 
away her sons from any speculation respecting it, and dis- 
allows that our life was to be directed by any conception 
concerning predestination, as by a rule: on the contrary, 
she teaches that “God’s promises must be received in 
such wise, as they be generally set forth to us in Holy 
Scripture: and in our doings, that Will of God is to be 
followed, which we have expressly declared to us in the Word 
of God.” 

This also the Augsburg divines had done before. “There 
is no need here” (say they, when treating of faith) “of dis- 
putations about predestination, and the like: for the pro- 
mise is universal.” In truth, for the first four centuries no 
Catholic ever dreamed about that predestination which many 
at this day consider the basis and foundation of the whole 
Christian religion: those excellent Christians, glorious both 
in their lives and death, lived and died relying on such 
grounds as these: that Christ is the common Saviour of 
mankind: that no one to whom the Gospel of Christ was 
known could possibly attain unto heavenly blessedness with- 
out obedience to the Gospel commands: that without grace 
and the Spirit of Christ, it was impossible to keep those 
commands : that the grace of God did not effect the salvation 
of man without his own diligence co-operating with it: that 
such grace was withheld from no man: that he who had 
been put into a state of salvation through the grace of God, 
might by his own fault fall therefrom, and perish ever- 
lastingly: and thence, that it was his duty who stood to 
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take heed lest he fall. Such axioms, I say, as these, and SECT. 
the like, were the rule of their lives. Touching the provi- ee 
dence of God, they were satisfied in believing" that God 
knows beforehand all the actions of all men, and that He 
also rules and disposes the same as seemeth best to His 
wisdom, justice, and goodness, saving always that lberty 
which He has given to man, ever continuing unencroached 
upon. Whether from those more minute definitions of the 
predestination of God, which were made in the heated con- 
troversy of St. Augustine with Pelagius, any gain accrued to 
Catholic truth®, Christian piety, and the peace of the Church : 
or whether we have not rather thence to lament over schism 
and very grievous errors, (as those of the Predestinarians,) 
and a falling off in the morals of men, let those well taught 
in the history of the Church decide. To conclude, then, let 
us heartily embrace and reverence that most wise decree of 
our King prefixed to the Articles. “That, therefore, in 
these both curious and unhappy differences, which have for 
so many hundred years in different times and places exer- 
cised the Church of Christ, We will that all further curious 
search be laid aside, and these disputes shut up in God’s 
promises, as they be generally set forth to us in the Holy 


n « Ancient opinions on this matter 
being reviewed, nearly all were found 
to agree upon the way in which they 
should understand the purpose and 
predestination of God according to His 
foreknowledge: namely, that God had 
made some vessels to honour, some to 
dishonour, for this reason, because He 
foresaw the end of each, and foreknew 
what would be his will and actions under 
the help of His grace.’’—Prosper, Epistle 
to Augustine on the Remains of the Pe- 
lagian heresy, near the end. 

° Hilary (of Arles or Syracuse) in 
his Epistle to Augustine, ‘ de Massilen- 
sium Sententia,’ says that there were 
those amongst the Catholics who though 
they dare not say that the dogma of 
Augustine on absolute predestination 
was entirely false, yet did say, both 
that it was new, and that it might be 
kept silent without any danger to the 
more confirmed, and that it would be 
taught with great peril to the weaker 
brethren. His words are (see Cas- 
sander’s Works, Paris, 1616. p. 648): 
“Tn short, when we were all worn out, 


their pleading or rather complaint was 
turned to this; with the agreement of 
those who did not dare to disapprove 
of this definition, they said, What was 
the use of troubling the minds of so 
many of less knowledge with these un- 
certain disputations? For with no less 
advantage has the Catholic Faith been 
defended, without this definition, for so 
many years, by so many writers, by so 
many books, both of your own and 
others, as well against other heretics 
as especially against the Pelagians.’’ 
Celestinus, Bishop of Rome, with his 
clergy, in his Epistle to the Bishops of 
Gaul, gave the same opinion on these 
new statements of Augustine (Epist. 
for Prosper and Hilary on the grace of 
God. See Cassian’s Works, 1628. p. 
905. towards the end). ‘The more 
deep and difficult parts” (they say) 
*‘ of the questions before us, which 
those who have withstood heretics have 
handled at greater length, as we do not 
dare despise them, so we do not hold 
it necessary to support them.” 


od Oe eid be 
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Scripture, and the general meaning of the Articles of the 
Church of England according to them.” 

T could also bring forward other tenets of the Doctor, mm 
which he has departed from the judgment of the English 
Church: but these are of less importance, and what I have 
already said will abundantly prove our point, namely, that 
Dr. Tully, in certain points of Christian doctrine, teaches 
altogether contrary to the English, and others of the chief 
reformed Churches, and even of the Catholic Church. And 
now let us return to his Justification as taught by St. Paul. 


SECTION VIIT. 
ON THE REMAINING CHAPTERS. 


§ 1. Every thing that Dr. Tully has brought forward 
against the author of the Harmony in the remaining chap- 
ters of his work, at least whatever was of importance, has 
been refuted at some length in our Examination of the 
Censure. In truth, the Censurer had already taken out of 
his hands nearly all matter for argument. And indeed, 
those short strictures or censures, which, as it seems, he 
wrote on the margin of my book, however little they amount 
to, look more like a fair answer than what Dr. Tully has re- 
plied to us in this his elaborate work. I shall leave it to the 
candid reader to decide whether I say this truly or not. 

I confess, some of Dr, Tully’s arguments are peculiarly his 
own! as for instance; “ All the works commanded in the 
Divine law, are in justification opposed to grace: all kinds of 
good works are commanded in such a law: therefore they 
are so far opposed to grace.” According to which argument, 
‘faith’ and ‘repentance,’ commanded in the Gospel law, are 
‘works opposed to grace: and this too, because they are 
commanded in some law: as if it were repugnant to grace 
and the liberty of the Gospel for a Christian to be under 
obligation to some law. Again, (and he is excessively 
pleased with this argument,) “If we are justified by works, 
not on account of any worthiness in them, what is there to 
prevent our being justified by indifferent works, as well as 
by good ones?” As if indeed there were no good work in- 
termediate between an indifferent and a meritorious one, 
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and by which we are disposed and rendered fit to receive the $s ECT. 
free gifts of God; which ‘fitness’ is sometimes called in YU! 
Scripture ‘ worthiness? :’ or as if any of us had detracted the dignitas 
worthiness of this ‘ fitness’ from good works, or attributed ideonei- 
that of merit to them: or, lastly, as if it were true that a ‘*® 
man was made fit to receive Divine blessings as well by in- 
different as by good works. He, indeed, must have much 
leisure who has time to refute at any length such sophistry 
as all this. It therefore would have been enough for me to 
let these remaining chapters go without any further answer, 
had not certain monstrous calumnies stopped me, (I would 
with Dr. Tully that the indignity of the thing admitted of 
milder expressions!) and which, unless I wished to appear 
altogether careless about my reputation, it was necessary 
for me to answer. 

§ 3. In his fifth chapter, Dr. Tully says that “the p. 43. 
Harmonist mildly attacks the orthodox who are opposed 
to him under the name of Solifidians: and that with him 
and his companions all are Solifidians who would sepa- 
rate this ‘bugbear’ of works from righteousness: namely, 
the Fathers, the English, and all the reformed Churches.” 
And yet he, the very same person, in another place confesses Just. Paul. 
that “I am not averse to an alliance with those veteran ? !* 
champions and leaders, but that I rather anxiously court 
one :” he acknowledges that “I at least pretend that all the p. 2s. 
Confessions of the reformed Church, or at least the chief of 
them, are on my side.” What consistency is there in all 
this? Certainly, I never intended to declare war against the 
reformed Church, not to say against the Fathers. This 


P “In the Holy Scriptures the faith- 
ful are called ‘ worthy,’ in this or that 
respect, not because their merits are 
equal or commensurate to the obtain- 
ing such a thing, but because they are 
so disposed, that according to the Divine 
dispensation they are fit persons to 
whom God shall be pleased to give 
such a reward. The word ‘ worthiness’ 
therefore does not prove that there is 
any merit, properly so termed, in him 
who is called worthy of the kingdom 
of heaven, but only shews that he has 
that disposition or that fitness which 
God requires beforehand in those to 
whom the kingdom of heaven is given. 


For as he that is truly contrite is said 
to be worthy of pardon, not because 
the contrition itself merits pardon, but 
because it is that disposition to which 
God has determined to grant pardon, 
so the believer who strives after holi- 
ness is Said to be worthy the kingdom 
of heaven, not because our faith or 
holiness merit heaven of condignity, 
but because there is in them that fit- 
ting disposition, to which the kingdom 
of heaven is promised by God, the 
Father of mercies,’’ &c.—Davenant on 
actual righteousness, ch. lx. p. 605, 
606. 
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however I constantly affirm, (which also I have proved above,) 


~. that there are very many persons who though they chatter of 


nothing more than of Fathers and reformed Churches, never- 
theless are very far from the true doctrine either of the 
Fathers or of the most ancient reformed Churches ; and they 
surely deserve to be called Solifidians who attribute justifica- 
tion to ‘faith only, a single virtue to the exclusion of true 
repentance, as being in nowise necessary for obtaining justifi- 
cation. I leave it to the judgment of all to decide whether 
Ihave not proved Dr. Tully to be guilty of this Solifidianism, 
and have not liberated the Church of England and the rest 
of the reformed Churches from that charge. Not content, 
however, with these accusations, Dr. Tully thus proceeds in 
his attacks upon the Harmonist and his friends. ‘What more 
can be said, but that these and the like ‘stigmata’ branded 
upon the truth, if they are not to be time-serving, which is 
much to be feared, are either the follies of sciolists, or the 
calumnies of malicious persons?” Which is just as much as 
saying the Harmonist and his friends are either fools or 
rogues. No sensible person will care to be despised as a fool 
or sciolist by the Doctor who shall just consider what kind of 
spirit manifests itself in nearly every thing he writes. But 
when he speaks of us as time-serving, this cannot be passed 
over in silence. Far be it from me to make the same answer 
as a great man once did to a charge not unlike the present : 
“Low and venal minds are wont to judge of others by them- 
selves:” for I trust that it is far different with Dr. Tully. 
Nor will I say any thing for the Harmonist’s friends, who are 
old enough to answer for themselves. But as far as I myself 
am concerned, I am as ignorant as man can be of that base 
art of so temperimg my divinity that it may serve the times 
against the truth. When I first devoted myself to divinity 
and the Church, God knows how sincerely I did so, and how 
zealous and anxious were my desires for promoting His glory 
and the salvation of souls. For having experienced in my 
youth the immense mercy and favour of God towards most 
grievous sinners, that saying of our Lord to Peter was ever 
sounding in my years, “ when thou art converted strengthen 
thy brethren.” Hence, when the Church of England was 
well-nigh deserted by most of her own children, and openly 
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derided by her enemies, having been admitted to Holy Orders 
according to her rites, I devoted myself to her, and for. 
some years served her almost gratuitously. And I can truly 
affirm that I have spent a large part of my patrimony in the 
service of the Church: for which duty I think I may surely 
claim this one reward, and with this I shall be content, 
namely, to be considered by the Doctor and others as a true 
son of the Church. Those doctrines for which Dr. Tully 
taunts me as an innovator and a temporizer, (though I know 
not for whom,) and which I am most persuaded are no 
other but the very decrees of the Catholic and our own 
Church, these I say, I have openly, freely, and constantly held 
and taught during the very overthrow both of our Church 
and kingdom, and was for so doing attacked on all sides by 
the hatred and reproaches of schismatics. But would that 
the reverend gentleman had not driven me to this foolishness 
of boasting ! 


SECT. 
VITI. 


§ 4. In the seventh chapter, Dr. Tully quotes an argu- p. 57. 
ment of mine from the Harmony, which is as follows. Diss. ii. c. 


“In whatever sense St. Paul rejects ritual and external 
works as not necessary, in that sense he admits spiritual 
and internal works as necessary: but he rejects ritual 
works as not necessary to justification: therefore he admits 
spiritual works as necessary to justification.” What is Dr. 
Tully’s remark on this? He says, “ How does he prove this 
false proposition, (not to say any thing stronger of it?) by 


14. § 4. p. 
167. 


perfect silence: as if it were a self-intelligible principle, or abrovdy- 


that a strong assertion of it was the same as proving the 


TOV 


reason of it.” Here is straightforwardness indeed ! let any 367 


fair-minded person read the passage for himself and he will 
see that I confirmed the proposition by very weighty argu- 
ments. In the first place I prove it by most express passages 
Gieece pire eas Gal. 5:°63°6. 1531 Cor, 7; 19, where the 
Apostle opposes ‘faith perfected by love,’ ‘a new creature,’ 
‘the keeping of the commandments of God,’ to ‘circumcision,’ 
and consequently to the rest of the Mosaic rites, and affirms 
of these that they are of no avail in Christ Jesus, that is, that 
they do not profit for the justification and salvation of man. 
But what he takes from these, (i. e. the ‘ Mosaic rites,’) he 
evidently attributes to the others, to ‘faith perfected by love, a 


SECT. 
Pill 
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pro co- 
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new creature, and the keeping of the commandments of God,’ 
namely, that they are most necessary, and do avail greatly in 
the justification and salvation of man. To which passages I 
add the following, Col. 2.11, 12, 13; Rom. 11. 28, 29; 
Phil. 3. 2, 3. With these premises I lay down the argu- 
ment that follows. Then I confirm my proposition by 
an argument taken from the primary end or object of 
the Mosaic ritual law: that God with no other design did 
exact under so severe penalties this external righteousness, 
than to shew that spiritual righteousness, to be more clearly 
revealed in the Gospel, and shadowed out in that legal 
righteousness, was equally and still more necessary: that 
as external justification, which was given by the law, was the 
shadow of the true justification to be obtamed through 
Christ, so the circumcision of the flesh, which was required 
for that external justification, fully represented that circum- 
cision of the heart, (namely by faith, repentance, and the true 
love of God,) which according to the Gospel is absolutely 
necessary for obtaining remission of sins or justification. 
What can be plainer than this? Lastly, as a finish to what I 
had said, I give in a note a remarkable passage from Justin 
Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho: “ We therefore, in the un- 
circumcision of our flesh believing in God through Christ, 
and having a circumcision profitable to us who possess it, 
namely, the circumcision of the heart, hope to appear righteous 
and well-pleasing in the sight of God.” Where he clearly 
teaches that according to the Gospel not merely faith in God 
through Christ, but the circumcision of the heart, shadowed 
forth in that external circumcision of the Mosaic law, is 
absolutely required for any one who would be righteous and 
well-pleasing before God. And now let all honest men judge 
how fairly Dr. Tully could say that I had proved the proposi- 
tion of my argument by mere silence. 

§ 5. Shortly after, the reverend gentleman runs off into 
certain logical subtleties having nothing to do with the 
subject. He then returns to the Harmonist (whom he 
now styles the “ Dissertator’’), as follows: “ But since the 
Dissertator in his postscript has candidly told us that the 
whole of the Harmony was written when he was quite 
young, without any mark, as it appears, of his having looked 
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at it in maturer years, there is no reason why we should sECT. 
not put down this and the like passages to his youth’ And YU _ 
not only in this place, but continually does he attack that 
honest avowal of mine, (as he allows it to be,) and in no very 
honest way. To these continual repetitions I make this one 
reply. It is true that I wrote the Harmony when I was 
about seven and twenty: but it is very far from the truth to 
say that I published it without looking it over in maturer 
years. For several years elapsed between its completion and 
its publication; in which interval I not only often read it 
over myself, but gave it to my more learned friends to censure 
it as they pleased, and in their hands it remained a long time. 
At length I submitted these Dissertations to the examination 
of a Right Reverend Prelates, William, Bishop of Gloucester, 
of blessed memory. The reader may learn what his opi- 
nion of them was from my dedicatory epistle to him, where 
with the greatest truth, (and if not, I should be the most 
barefaced man alive,) I thus addressed the learned Prelate. 
«The several chapters of each Dissertation were perused by 
you, (and that too, not without care,) your patience over- 
coming their tediousness; when read, you gave them your 
sanction, and what is more, with your accustomed kindness 
towards myself and all I do, adorned them with your praise.” 
I repeat, and I appeal to God and man as my witnesses, 
that I wrote this with the greatest sincerity. And I say so 
the more readily, because Dr. Trumann, in the end of his 
book against me, says that he suspects I forged these com- 
mendations in order to gain credit for my doctrines by the 
approval of so great a Bishop and such a learned writer. I 
cannot tell indeed what must have been his disposition who 
could cherish within him so foul and malicious a suspicion 
of a man of whose fame he knew no ill, and of a Divine and 
Priest of the Church too; and in addition to this, did not 
blush to publish such a suspicion to the world. But since 
he has gone the way of all, I forbear to say more of him. 
But to return: when I was in my forty-second year, I read 
the Harmony over and over again with much care, having 
laid aside, as I hope, all self-conceit, and certainly having 
offered my prayers to the Lord, that He would be pleased to 
4 [ Nicholson. ] 
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SECT. enlighten my mind with His heavenly light, and to shew me 

YU all the errors I had fallen into contrary to the truth; and I 
then solemnly vowed and promised openly and _ publicly 
to renounce, in the presence of the Church, such errors, 
when made known to me, to the sacrifice of my reputation. 
And now, if the reader wishes to know what was my own 
opinion after such a serious and accurate examination of my 
work, I say most candidly, that I saw more fully that there 
were some points in it which might have been stated with 
greater perspicuity and completeness, which I had partially 
seen when it was first published, and hence that avowal in 
the postscript which Dr. Tully attacks so often and so un- 
kindly ; and this deficiency I have endeavoured to make up 
as much as possible in the Examination of the Censure. I 
saw also that my interpretation of one or two of the more 
difficult passages in St. Paul’s writings might admit of 
doubts, though a more sure explanation of them has not yet 
occurred to me. But as far as regards the main doctrine of 
man’s justification, which I had to defend, and the meaning 
of the Apostles St. Paul and St. James, whose teaching I 
had undertaken to reconcile, I feel most persuaded that I 
have not erred from the truth, or from Catholic teaching. 
As for him who with so much pomposity is for ever attack- 
ing the youth of the Harmonist, I would that he had not 
written in advanced years that which accords so little with 
their sobriety. 

p: 59. § 6. In the same chapter, Dr. Tully asserts that the 
Harmonist makes the whole weight of his cause depend 
on this foundation : namely, that the works which St. Paul 
excludes are only those which are performed without the 
grace of the Gospel by the aid of the natural or Mosaic law. 
And to prove this, he quotes the passage from my second 
Dissertation, xii. 2. p. 142; but if the reader will refer to 
that passage he will see that my meaning is far different : 
my words are: “ Whoever thoroughly understands what we 
have advanced will easily perceive that the works which 

simpliciter St. Paul simply excludes from justification are only those 
which are performed without the grace of the Gospel by the 
aid of the natural or Mosaic law.” So that Dr. Tully, as is 
his custom, omits the word simply, and yet in the headings 


sore 


a 
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of the chapter, I had put that word in Greek in order to SECT. 
draw the reader’s attention especially to it. Of course [ YUL 
grant that St. Paul excludes from justification all works, even 

those proceeding from grace ‘in a certain sense,’ namely, so kard 11 
far as to take away from them all merit of justification: but 

I assert most plainly that only that external, human, and 

carnal righteousness, prescribed by the letter of the Mosaic 

and consequently by the natural law, and which can be per- 

formed without the special grace of the Gospel,—I say that 

this alone is excluded by him from justification, ‘simply and émaés 
entirely,’ as in no way necessary or profitable. We may simplici- 
refer the reader also to what has been said in our Examen, Nee 

in the Answer to Stricture XX. 1. p. 200. 

§ 7. Again in the same chapter, Dr. Tully quotes p. 60. 
from the Harmony the following passage as mine: “The It. Diss.x. 
law of Moses, by containing only temporal promises and * P: 129: 
threatenings, was ‘of itself? inclined to produce in men a 
mean and sordid disposition, entirely foreign to true and 
genuine piety.” And then he thus exclaims upon it: “ What a 
saying! unworthy to be said or heard by a Christian. God 
gave His people a law ‘of itself’? inclined (not through 
accident or human frailty) to lead men from God,’ &c. 

Shall we call this divinity ? surely it is more “ dreadful than 
all the Calvinism they talk of.’ I am really quite ashamed 
and grieved to have to notice so often the want of honesty 
shewn by the Doctor, in quoting my words. Here he attri- 
butes the words “ of itself” to me, and that the reader may 
have no doubt about it, takes care to have them printed in 
large letters. And yet he has added these words ‘ of itself’ 
out of his own head, as any one may see who will look to the 
passage. How unworthy of a Christian, not to say of a 
divine, is this dishonesty! shall we call this straightforward- 
ness? But what I really said, viz. that the law of Moses 
regarded by itself, and according to the letter, as the carnal 
Jews regarded it, from the very fact of its promises and 
threatenings being only temporal, and its precepts external 
and carnal, was inclined to produce in men a mean and 
sordid mind and disposition &c., this I have abundantly 
shewn to be both harmless, true, and certain, as also agree- 
able with the teaching both of ancient divines, and also of 
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SECT. the inspired writers themselves, in my Examination of the 
Le eet Censure, in the Answer to Stricture X XII, whither I refer the 
reader. But for what purpose is this mention of Calvinism ? 
Forsooth this Calvinism is a very tender subject with the 
Doctor, and he is much afraid for it, from those imnovators 
as he styles them, and not without reason. But although 
Dr. Tully has given us a fair opportunity for disclosing the 
dreadful doctrines of Calvinism, we are unwilling at this time 
to moot the question: nor is it necessary, since all fair 
minds must perceive how shocking Calvinism is. As for 
Dr. Tully’s lengthy arguments in this chapter against the 
Harmonist, touching the absence of the promise of eternal 


life in the Mosaic law, the reader will see that they have - 


nothing at all to do with the subject, if he refers to the 

Answersto Examen. 
Strictures . : 
XVIII, § 8. In chapter eight, a very long one, Bellarmine and the 
ae and « Anhorist” are chastised: not a word is said about the 

'  Harmonist. My own opinion of the imputation of Christ’s 
ove torighteousness is explained at length in the Examen. 
tricture 


XL In the ninth chapter, Dr. Tully returns to the Harmo- 


nist, and proposes certain of his arguments to be solved: 


but the reader will see how wishy-washy his solutions 

II. Diss. are, by referring to the Harmony. In the tenth chapter, 

Beets. the Harmonist again has the privilege of being left alone. 
To Dr. Tully’s arguments on the nature of justifying faith, 
I make the same answer as I have done at length on the 

Answer to same subject in the Examen. 

2 aad § 9. In the eleventh chapter the Harmonist is again and 
again attacked by the way: but in vain, as will be seen by 
any one who will take the trouble to compare what I have 
written with Dr. Tully’s work. With regard to the object 
of the whole of this chapter, in which the reverend gentleman 
endeavours to prove that my teaching on the point of justifi- 
cation agrees very nicely with that of the Papists, I make the 
following few remarks by way of answer. I have already 
shewn that the sum of my teaching concerning man’s justifi- 
cation is as follows: No one under the Gospel covenant, which 
has been procured and ratified by the sole meritorious out- 
pouring of the Blood of Jesus Christ, can possibly obtain re- 
mission of sins or justification without faith and repentance ; 
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and without the fruits of faith and repentance, no one can § § CT. 
possibly preserve his justification. If the Papists hold no mee 
other doctrine on this point, we may seriously congratulate 

them on their orthodoxy, as far as it goes, and on their 
agreement with Scripture and the Church Catholic, as well 

as with our own and the reformed Churches. We neither 

like nor seek for unnecessary disagreements; inasmuch as 

we know full well that there are already too many chief 

points in Christian doctrine on which the Papists disagree 

most widely, not only with us, but with the Apostles, and 
Doctors of the primitive Church. Indeed, Field has proved Appendix 
most excellently and at great length, how fully we agree ® ® "™ 


on the 
with the more sound amongst the Roman divines, who wrote Church. 


either before or after the Council of Trent, on the subject of Sight 
justification. And if Dr. Tully had ever read with attention tion. 
the Dissertation of that great divine, he would certainly have 
omitted the whole of his eleventh chapter. There are certainly 
several Roman Catholic divines, and Bellarmine amongst 
them, who have not hesitated to attribute the merit of ‘ con- ex con- 
dignity’ to good works in procuring at least our second justi- “8° 
fication. Does Dr. Tully mean to assert that we approach 
this blasphemy? indeed he does: how unfairly, we will 
presently shew in this same section. But first, I demand 
how and with what arguments does he prove this heavy 
accusation ? he refers to the sixth chapter of his book, where jyct. paul, 
he boasts that he has proved this conclusion of the merit of P- 124. 
condignity to be but too consequent (as he expresses himself) 
upon our principles. But what is it he endeavours to prove 
there? namely, that “to be justified by works, or on account 
of works, or by the merit of works, mean all one and the 
same thing.” Where he either argues extremely sophistically, 
or else his meaning must be, that to be justified by works, as 
the necessary ‘condition’ on our part, to be performed by 
the grace of God, and to be justified by works as ‘ the meri- 
torious causes’ of our justification, mean the same thing. ;,.5,/ 0. 
But who in his senses can assert this? and yet the whole of Hotvra 
the Doctor’s argument turns on this point. But if there is 
still need of authority on a point that must be quite clear to all 
persons who are not destitute of common sense, let us hear 
that famous passage of Davenant, already quoted at length in. 

BULL. pA) 
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the Harmony: “ And here it is to be observed,’ says he, 
“that when we say any thing is necessary for obtaining this 


or that, from the very force of the words, the necessity of | — 


causality is not meant, but of order. Therefore, although I 
grant the following statement, ‘good works are necessary for 
justification,’ it cannot be immediately inferred that they 
are necessary as causes, much less as meritorious causes. 
For instance, if I say it is necessary for obtaming the rank 
of a knight that a man should go to court, and go down on 
his knees before the king, it would be folly to infer from 
thence that the gomg to court or the genuflexion were the 
meritorious causes of his obtaining this honour. And thus 
we must look upon all those works which are said to be 
necessary on our part for justification.” 

§ 10. But supposing this charge to fall back upon the 
Doctor? what if we were to shew that Dr. Tully’s doctrine 
of justification agrees entirely with that of the Papists, espe- 
cially in that poimt (as he somewhere else says) where it is 
most papistical: it would not be very hard to prove this. 
Some of the Papists teach (and they certainly have the 
divines of Trent to lead them in their error) that true con- 
trition for sin is not absolutely necessary for obtaining re- 
mission of sins or justification: but that attrition only in 
many cases is sufficient. Now is not Dr. Tully’s teaching 
the same? surely it is, for he acknowledges that some kind 
of repentance indeed is necessarily required for man’s justifi- 
cation, but most entirely denies that true repentance or con- 
trition must precede justification. In fact, in this pomt Dr, 
Tully’s view is more lax and worse than that of the Papists ; 
for they merely assert that attrition only is in many cases 
sufficient ; he, that contrition is not necessarily requisite in 
any one for justification: they, beside attrition, require 
confession and some kind of satisfaction; he warmly con- 
tends that man can obtain justification by attrition alone, 
assisted by some sort of faith, I know not what, but cer- 
tainly not revealed to us in the Gospel. But enough on this 
point. 

§ 11. In the twelfth or last chapter, the reconciliation of 
St. Paul and St. James is treated of, where the Harmonist is 
attacked on all sides. And here I must beg the reader to 
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read seriously and impartially the first and second chapters $ EC T. 
of the second Dissertation, as also Examen Censure, Answer 11 
to Stricture XV. 6—8, and he will see to what little pur- 
pose Dr. Tully has devoted his time and labour. There 
are, however, certain things which may not be passed over. 
The author of the Harmony had proved that St. James II. Diss. 
denies not only that a false faith but that even a true ™* P- 4: 
faith has the sole office of justifying; and by this argu- 
ment amongst others: “ That faith which was in Abraham 
undoubtedly was a true faith, and not a mere resemblance ; 
but this very faith of Abraham could not justify him with- 
out works, for it is said, ‘Was not Abraham our father Jas. 2.21. 
justified by works.’” Listen to Dr. Tully’s answer to this Just. Paul. 
argument: “ How could it escape him,” says he, “that his ? 4% 
opponents deny this justification to have been in the sight of 
God? This then is ‘ begging the question,’ than which there 
is not a more troublesome kind of false argument; and this 
is not to argue, but to trifle and waste good time to ill pur- 
pose.” But how, I ask, could it escape Dr. Tully, that before 
I made use of this argument I had clearly proved in the 
foregoing chapter that St. James is speaking of justification 
before God? Read, read, I pray you, ye who are lovers of 
the truth, the first chapter of Diss. Il. § 4, and you will 
acknowledge that I had proved this very poimt by five most 
clear and certain arguments. But what does Dr. Tully say 
to them? not a syllable: surely then we may fairly retort 
upon him his own words, and say, “This certaimly is not to 
argue, but to trifle and waste good time to ill purpose.” 

§ 12. In the same chapter, Dr. Tully seriously warns p. 164. 
the author of the Harmony as follows: “ Meanwhile I 
must seriously advise the dissertator to be reconciled with 
himself, to make peace at home. For if justifying faith be 
separable from love, (for which he is here warmly con- 
tending,) how can it have united to it the true Gospel 
worship of God? as he himself has determmed. How p, 65. 
does it comprehend the whole of religion? How, lastly, 
(to pass over other points,) is the whole of Gospel obedience 
expressed by the word ‘faith?’ What contradiction is all p. 68, 69. 
this!” Now we must seriously advise Dr. Tully to have 
for the future a greater love for truth and honesty. For 

Aar 
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S eo T. when, I ask, has the author of the Harmony ever said (not to 
— say warmly contended) that justifying faith is separable from 
love? Where has Dr. Tully found such an opinion of the 
author? Perhaps (to use his own words) in the archives of 
Utopia; for certainly you may look through the whole 
Harmony from beginning to end and you will find nothing 
seared of the kind. I do say, indeed, (though I do not warmly con- 
i, ‘tend for it, inasmuch as I have clearly said that it is a 
question plainly irrelevant to our cause,) that a true, and in 
its kind a perfect faith may be found where love is wanting. 
I mean, that the single virtue of Christian faith is nothing 
more than a firm assent of the mind to the Gospel of Christ: 
but that whatever is added to this assent, either in the heart 
or will of man, is the effect of its being made efficacious 
through the grace of God, and belongs to the virtue of love: 
ae I have proved this at length in the Examen. Now Dr. 
xu. Lully himself, and by far the greatest part of reformed 
divines, acknowledge with me that this firm assent to the 
Gospel may be separated from love. But I never said or 
even dreamed that justifying faith was separable from love. 
On the contrary, I am continually asserting that as often as 
justification and salvation are attributed in the Scriptures 
to faith, we must not understand them to mean faith as a 
single virtue, but faith in a complex sense, namely, faith per- 

fected by love. 
p- 167,et § 13. Dr. Tully’s arguments in his Appendix, concern- 
a ing the necessity of good works, which, however, are by 
no means necessary to justification, also of the conditions 
required and commanded in the Gospel, and of the differ- 
ence between a right to a thing and a right in a thing: 
Answer to all these have been fully refuted in the Examen. Let the 
eae reader refer to those passages and judge for himself. I 
and XIV. cannot, however, pass over an instance of most evident 
calumny, joined to downright dishonesty, which occurs in 
p. 174; and I heartily wish that he himself did not compel 
me to use such harsh expressions: but he there gives the 
argument of the Harmonist in the following words. “ But 
he proceeds from other sources in this syllogism, viz., from 
2 Thess. 1.7; Heb. 6.10; and 2 Tim. 4. 8. If the reward 
of eternal life be given of justice to our works, then we 
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gain by our works a right to that reward: but the passages SE CT. 
Just quoted confirm this, therefore, &c. The same proofs aa 
are also brought forward by Bellarmine, in support of his 

merit of works, which to me appears in no way to differ from 

this right of our Harmonist.”” Now who, I say, if he could 

depend on the Doctor’s integrity and fairness, would not con- 
fidently declare that the writer of the Harmony was, at least 

in this article of justification, a downright Papist : and not 

only that, but that he entirely agreed with those among 

them who are more bigoted in supporting the merit of con- 
dignity? But again am I compelled to exclaim, Alas! for 

the man’s honesty! I beseech the reader to look at the 
passage in the Harmony which Dr. Tully here perverts, I. Diss. vi. 
where having quoted the celebrated passage from the Reve- Ps pases 
lations, I subjoin the following remarks. “'To this may be ch. 22. 14. 
added, all those passages of the New Testament, in which oe 2 
eternal life is clearly declared to be given by the Almighty Ne 2 Tim. 
of His justice to our works. From these texts we may ~ 

thus argue. If the reward of eternal life is due of night 

to our works, then from our works we obtain a right to 

that reward: (such a right certainly as hath its only 
foundation in the gracious covenant of God, through 
Christ.) The terms are relative and correlative: to whom 

a reward is given of right, he hath a right to that re- 

ward necessarily, and the converse.” Now Dr. Tully has 
omitted these words; “ such a right certainly as hath its only 
foundation in the gracious covenant of God, through Christ.” 
Perhaps he supposed he might justly pass them over, because 

they were written in a parenthesis. Certainly he might, if 

Dr. Tully professed to be merely a rhetorician or a gram- 
marian, and not to be a Christian, not a theologian, not a 

doctor of divinity. In truth, my meaning and opinion in 

this argument might be so clearly understood from this 
parenthesis, that there could be no room for this sort of 
cavilling. Nor is it any excuse for him, that he afterwards 
acknowledges that I say the right which our good works 

have to eternal life hath its only foundation in the gracious 
covenant of God through Christ. For he does not bring 
forward this statement of mine at once in its proper place, 

but after several remarks of his own, and as it were by the 
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way, and so separated from the parts of the sentence to 
which it belonged, that the reader might easily be led to be- 
lieve that I had equally brought forward this argument just 
as crudely as it is quoted by him, and that this sounder 
statement had been made by me in some other part, as if I 
had forgotten what I had said before. In addition to all 
this, he has not even here quoted my words as they stand, 
but has weakened the sentence, omitting the word ‘ only,’ on 
which the true understanding of what I mean principally 
depends. However, forgiving him this piece of dishonesty, 
he has still by no means rid himself of the charge of false 
testimony. He says that the right which the Harmonist 
attributes to good works, appears to him to differ in nothing 
from Bellarmine’s notion of merit. Now, I ask, has he ever 
read Bellarmine on this subject, or not? If he has, he 
cannot possibly believe that I agree with him. But if he 
has not, he is deciding very rashly on the comparison of 
Bellarmine’s opinion and my own, and that too in a very 
serious matter. ‘To make things more clear, let us compare 
Bellarmine’s teaching with the Harmonist’s. The Harmo- 
nist, in that very place which Dr. Tully rails at, expressly 
teaches that the right to eternal life which must be given to 
our good works, “is such as hath its only foundation in the 
gracious covenant of God, through Christ.” And in other 
passages throughout the whole work, he so plainly rejects 
every notion of the right or merit of our good works to 
eternal life, which is not founded only in the gracious promise 
of the Gospel, that any one who has even a grain of fairness 
or modesty remaining, would blush to affirm the contrary. 


_ Look, in the first place, to the following passage in the Har- 
“mony; there, amongst others, is the following statement : 


“ Whoever then regards his salvation must guard against that 
calculating pride, and call not Almighty God to account as if 
in any degree indebted to him. He will remember that the 
right which the good works of the just have to eternal life, 
is founded only in the Gospel covenant and promise, the 
source of which covenant and promise is the mere and won- 
derful mercy of God the Father, through God the Son.” 
‘To illustrate this doctrine, I quote several celebrated pas- 
sages from the ancient divines. Lastly, so entirely do I 
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attribute every thing to the grace and mercy of God, and so SECT. 
utterly do I repudiate all notion of merit in our works, that I Se 
deny that God can, even from His promise, be properly 

called our ‘debtor.? My words are; “ Although even these p. 196. 
expressions are somewhat improper, and therefore Thomas 

and the other schoolmen preferred saying that God made 
Himself a debtor by His promises, not to us, but to Him- 

self, i. e. to His own determination, it being agreeable to 

His truth that He should perform His promises.” It 

may now be seen what kind of right the Harmonist 
attributes to our works. Let us now turn to Bellarmine. [Op.vol.iv. 
In his fifth book on Justification, he proposes this ques- BG 
tion for consideration. ‘“ Whether good works are meri- 
torious of condignity by reason of a covenant only? or ex con- 
by reason of the work only? or by reason of both?’ He Bee: 
then proceeds to determine this question, as follows: 

“The view which takes in somewhat of both, seems to me 

more probable, and which teaches that the good works of 

the just merit eternal life of condignity by reason of the 
covenant and the work together. Not imdeed because a 

good work is not proportionate to eternal life without a cove- 

nant or acceptation : but because God is not bound to accept 

a good work for that reward, however proportionate and 

equal it may be to the reward, without some intervening 
agreement. Which view we do not doubt is agreeable to 

that of the Council of Trent,” &c. Whence it appears that 
according to Bellarmine (with whom Suarez also agrees ') 

the system of merit of condignity is made up of two things, 
namely, the intrinsic worthiness of the work, and the promise 

of God which is added to it; so that a good work, according 

as it is performed, though it possesses a sufficient proportion 

or value, with respect to the reward, still wants the promise 

of God only to produce obligation of the justice by which a obligatio 
reward is due to it. To take the following illustration: justitia 
Suppose a person wished to buy a farm of another, and had 
offered him the just and fair price for it: the possessor 


* «A debt of fidelity depends on the founded upon that, yet is commensu- 
truth of the promise, but the debt of rate with and proportionate to works.” 
which we are now speaking, although —Suarez in 3 Thom. vol. 1. disp. 4. 
it requires a promise, and is chiefly sect. 5, Quod si, Xe. 
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would be by no means bound to give up his right to the 
farm, without some free covenant or agreement having inter- 
vened on his own part. It is but too plain that this is Bel- 
larmine’s real meaning, as well from the passage just quoted, 
as from many others which continually occur in his writings. 
And one would think the Doctor should feel ashamed to have 
said that Bellarmine’s view of merit differs in nothing from 
the right which the Harmonist gives to good works. And 
still more, to have asserted (as he does in the second chapter) 
that he agrees entirely with the Papists in general on this 
question of merit, not excepting even the most bigoted of 
them. For Bellarmine (with whom however we greatly 
differ) shewed much modesty and moderation in this contro- 
versy, above the other Papists. For there are not wanting 
divines in the Church of Rome, who confidently assert that 
the value and worthiness of life eternal is to be ascribed to 
our works without any covenant or favour on God’s part: 
and consequently that neither the merits of Christ, nor the 
promise of God, nor any other agreement or favour, has any 
thing to do with the system of merit. For imstance, this 
opinion is warmly and openly defended by Vasques, and 
Bellarmine brings forward Cajetan, Dominic a Soto, and 
others, as supporters of the same opinion. 


SECTION IX. 


ON THE DISSERTATION ON THE MEANING OF 
ST.. PAUL, ROM. 7, 14. 

§ 1. It remains for us to examine more minutely Dr. Tully’s 
Dissertation* on the meaning of St. Paul, Rom. 7. 14. et seq. 
Here he boasts exceedingly of his doings, and as usual assigns 
to himself the prize. But the proverb he uses may, we think, 
be deservedly applied in return to himself: “Let not him 
that girdeth on his harness boast himself as he that putteth 
it off” At the very beginning of this Dissertation, he taxes 
the author of the Harmony with great presumption, for 
daring to say that that view which makes St. Paul in Rom. 7. 


_ * [In which it is shewn that St. Paul and not in the person of one still un- 
is speaking of himself as regenerate, regenerate. | 
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from ver. 14, to be speaking of himself, is full not only of great S EC T. 
discrepancies, but of actual absurdities. But let a fair- —\* 
minded person judge whether the writer of the Harmony has 
said any thing here which he has not plainly proved. 

§ 2. In order to prejudice the unlearned against my asser- 

tion, he thus proceeds: “ Now in the first place, I wish he p. 1, 2. 
would seriously consider (if indeed he is aware of it, which I 
suppose he is) how many persons this invidious assertion 
assails. For supposing he has one or two of his new divines 
(be they ever so good) and some perhaps of the ancients on 
his side; does it follow from this that all the rest, so many, 
and at least equal to the others in learning, good sense, and 
piety, should be so very weak in intellect, that their inter- 
pretations are full of palpable absurdities?” Presently he 
adds, “I greatly suspect that amongst the supporters of these 
absurdities, you may find all the Fathers, especially the 
Latin, after care and keen search, were called into action éyxtvoyv 
owing to the heresy of Pelagius, and Hilary may be added 
to them before Pelagius.” In fact he here intended to 
persuade the credulous reader, 1. That the author of the 
Harmony had not very many ancient divines on his side, 
whence he afterwards asserts that the far greater number of p. 5. 
holy and learned doctors of the Church disagreed with him. 
2. That all the Fathers after Pelagius, were nearly, if not 
entirely, opposed to the Harmonist. 38. That only one or 
two new divines of eminence favoured his opinion. And 
now we must shew how utterly false all this is. 

§ 3. With regard to the first point, I assert, in opposition 
to the Doctor, that by far the greater part of the more 
ancient Fathers approve of the interpretation which I am 
defending. The learned and trustworthy G. Vossius adduces Hist. of 

Pelag. B. 
in support of it Ireneus, book iii. ch. 22; Tertullian on ;. ie 
Chastity, ch. 17; Macarius, Hom. I.; Basil on Ps. 1.; and thes. 2. p. 
Exhortation on Baptism, the title of which is, “ That mney a 20.63. 
are to be advised and instructed who come to Baptism ;” p. 214.] 
Cyril against Julian, book iii. and Epistle to Successus, and 
book i. De recta Fide ad Reginas; also Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, the writer of the commentaries attributed to 
Ambrose, and Theophylact in his notes on Rom. 7. Others of 
no less credit bring forward Cyprian, or another ancient 


SECT. 
TX. 


On Rom. 
7. 14. 


Discuss. 
p. 192. 


p. 506. ed. 
Paris 1636. 


OHV 


Strom. lib. 
lil, p. 433. 
[p. 518, 
519, ] 


362 Testimony of Justin Martyr, St. Clement of Alexandria, 


writer in the prologue on the Cardinal Works of Christ, 
Paulinus’ second Epistle to Sulpitius Severus, Damascenus 
on Orthodox Faith, iv. 23.  Estius, who is opposed to our 
interpretation, adds, of the Greeks, Gicumenius, and of the 
Latins, Sedulius: to whom Maximus is added by Grotius. 
To crown all, I will add out of my own collecting the testi- 
monies of six ancient doctors, which, as far as I know, 
others have not before observed. One of these is the oldest 
of all: and another next to the oldest: all of them are 
sufficiently ancient and well known writers in the Church of 
Christ. 

§ 4. Justin Martyr, m his Epistle to Zenas and Serenus. 
“ For we are ‘ altogether’ carnal, and in us dwelleth no good 
thing. Wherefore we must call in the physician to heal us, 
And he that is thus minded, shall be healed, and escape 
disease.” Every one must see that the blessed Martyr is 
referring to that passage of St. Paul, Rom. 7; for the very 
words almost of the eighteenth verse of that chapter are 
quoted, and the words of the fourteenth verse, ‘I am carnal,’ 
are expressed by a clear paraphrase. Nor is it less plain 
that Justin applies the Apostle’s words to man unregenerate, 
that is, as without the state of grace and salvation. For 
those words of the Apostle, ‘I am carnal,’ are paraphrased 
and explained by him by, ‘ we are wholly, entirely, altogether 
carnal,’ for that is the force of the word axu7v. So Isocrates 
to Demonicus, axwyy dirocodets, ‘you are a regular’ (or 
entirely a) ‘philosopher.’ Who would imagine that these words 
were said of man, regenerated by the Spirit of Christ. Then 
he expressly speaks of those who have not yet called in 
Christ the Physician, that is, those who are without Christ. 
Lastly, he speaks of the disease and vice from which they 
are liberated who have called in Christ as their physician. 
It is clear then that Justin Martyr, who lived immediately 
after the Apostles, entirely agreed with our interpretation. 
Clement of Alexandria, a very learned doctor in the 
Church, who lived in the second century, and was a pupil 
of the great Pantanus, after quoting the words of Plato, 
“The soul of the philosopher thinks but very little of 


‘ [This is a mistake, as the word much more favourable to his general 
means only ‘still;’ which is however argument. | 
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the body, and seeks to be rid of it, and to be alone,” adds, S EC T. 
“and does he not somewhat agree with the divine Apo- —1*:— 
stle, when he says, ‘O wretched man that I am! who shall 

deliver me from the body of this death,’ unless perchance 

their consent who are drawn into sin is figuratively 

called by him the body of death?” He is enquiring whether 

this passage of St. Paul at all agrees with Plato’s opinion, 

and he corrects the mistake, and gives the Catholic exposi- 

tion: viz. ‘the body of death,’ is there figuratively said of 

their consent who are drawn into sin, by which words the 

state of an unregenerate and even a wicked man, is clearly 
marked. Besides, he says ‘their consent,’ not ‘ his own,’ plainly 
indicating that the Apostle is speaking in the person of 
others. Marcus Eremita, on Baptism, thus gives a question Biblioth. 
that some had asked. “ Did not Paul therefore sin after he OBE: 
had been baptized, because he was willingly distracted? for Paris1624. 
he says, ‘For I see another law in my members, warring 
against the law of my mind.’?” He answers this question 

by saying, “ In this way the evil-minded pervert the rest of 

the Scriptures, and err; for look at the former part of this 
chapter, and you will find that St. Paul is not speaking of 
himself after Baptism, but in the person of the unbelieving 

Jews, persuading them that without the grace of Christ 

which is given in Baptism, it is impossible to overcome sin.” 

Where he classes those who explain this passage otherwise, with 
evil-minded people who pervert the Holy Scriptures. So Doro- Doctrinai. 
theus: “The Son of God having be »me man, renewed fallen oc 
man, He freed him that was enslaved to sin, and overcome by i. p. 750. 
its power. For man was dragged by violence and tyranny by 

the enemy under its yoke, and almost they who wished not 

to sin, sinned by force, as saith the Apostle of himself in our 

person ; ‘ For the good that I would, I do not: but the evil 

which I would not, that I do” God then becoming man for 

our sake, liberated man from the tyranny of the enemy.” 

What follows may well be read. St. Pacian, Bishop, in a 
Sermon on Baptism: “ What then is man’s hope? without Biblioth. 
the law he perished because he could not see sin, and under ee cone 
the law also, because he went against that which he did see. [Bibl.Patr. 


Who can free him from this death? Hear the Apostle: ‘O pene 
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body of this death? I thank God (he says) through Jesus 
Christ our Lord.” Ennodius in an Epistle to Constantine : 
“¢ For to will is present with me: but how to perform that 
which is good I find not.? What is this but saying, I 
know how to choose the right way: but unless supernatural 
grace assist me, I shall be weary while I walk thereon ?” 

§ 5. We have brought forward two-and-twenty approved 
doctors of the Church to support our view of this passage : 
and now then let Dr. Tully (to use his own words) ‘muster 
and review’ his forces, and compare them with ours. Out 
of all the Fathers who flourished in the three first centuries, 
and whose writings are now extant, there is only one, Me- 
thodius, who lived in the end of the third, who favours 
Dr. Tully’s interpretation, though he does not bring him 
forward. And yet even his exposition is very different to 
theirs whom Dr. Tully follows, as Grotius has shewn at 
length. So that we are able to assert most plainly that our 
interpretation of this passage of St. Paul was commonly re- 
ceived and approved of by the primitive Church, which, 
without doubt, must have best understood the hard passages 
in the Sacred Oracles from the tradition of the true sense so 
lately derived from the Apostles themselves. Before Au- 
gustine’s time, four doctors of the Church are produced by 
our opponents in support of their cause, viz. Methodius, 
whom we have just mentioned: Hilary, Gregory Nazianzen, 
and Ambrose. But I am not yet certain that Gregory Nazi- 
anzen did really understand the passage to speak of a person 
truly regenerate. Certainly the passage quoted from him by 
Augustine, does not prove it: in fact, if I remember rightly, 
he gives the contrary interpretation of it somewhere in his 
Poems. So in the same way Augustine brings forward a 
passage from Cyprian, on the Lord’s Prayer: where it is 
clear that the blessed Martyr is not speaking of Rom. 7, 
but of Gal. 5. 17, between which two passages I have else- 
where shewn there is a wide difference. 

With regard to Ambrose, though he is of the same opi- 
nion as Augustine about St. Paul’s meaning in ver. 15. and 
the following, still he gives us enough entirely to overthrow 
Augustine’s interpretation. For he explains the words 
(ver. 14.) ‘But I am carnal, sold under sin, to mean a 
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wicked man. And so in his book on Isaac and the Soul, secaT, 
he says, “ Where the soul is put for man, one must under- _ /*- . 
stand him as clinging to God and not to the body ; as, De Isaac 
‘blessed is every soul that is simple.’ But where the flesh is - 6 Peek 
put for man, a sinner is meant; as, ‘I am carnal, sold under * P+ 257-1 
sin”” But granting that these four writers agreed with Au- he 
gustine on the interpretation of this chapter, yet what an S¢eSchle- 
array of Catholic doctors are we able to set against these Ga veae 
few! Justin Martyr, Irenzeus, Clement of Alexandria, Ter- ae 
tullian, Cyprian, Origen, Macarius, Basil the Great, Cyril, 
Chrysostom, the writer of the Commentaries attributed to 
Ambrose, St. Pacian and others, who all of them lived before 
Augustine. And with regard to Augustine, we can put him 
against himself, before he had become engaged in the heat 
of the Pelagian controversy: and we anxiously beseech the 
reader to compare his writings* on this passage when he 
followed the common opinion of the Fathers who had lived 
before him, with the interpretation which he sought after the 
rise of the Pelagian heresy, and the reasons which induced 
him to embrace it: as given by himself in his first book of 
Retractations. If the reader will do this, we have no doubt cap. 23. et 
that he will greatly prefer Augustine before Pelagius, to mi ne 
Augustine against Pelagius. It was truly said by a great 
man that Augustine was accustomed to change his opinions, 
and that not always for the better. He once denied that 
it was possible for God to be seen with the eyes of a glorified 
body: afterwards he thought the reverse, and dicd in that 
opinion. 

§ 6. We must add here by the way, (as has also been ob- 
served by learned men,) that the interpretation of modern 
divines with whom Dr. Tully agrees, is most widely different 
from Augustine’s sense and meaning. For that good which 
the Apostle says he willed but did not do, and that evil that 
he says he would not, but still did, this they interpret to 
mean actual good and evil: explaining the evil to be the 
very deed itself which is committed with the consent of the 


* [Anima benedicta omnis sim- Quest. expos. Epist. ad Rom. [vol. iii. 
plex. | p- 909, &c.] nec non Quest. I. ad 


x viz. quest. 66. lib, LXXXIII. Simplicianum. [vol. vi. p. 81, &c.] 
Questionum. [vol. vi. p. 44, &c.] et, in 
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will from the concupiscence of the flesh, against the desire 
of the spirit: and the good, to be the very deed which a 
man wishes to do according to the spirit, but is prevented 
from actually domg it by the concupiscence of the flesh. 
On the other hand, Augustine plainly teaches that if this 
passage is to be explained as speaking of actual sins, it 
cannot be understood to speak of a regenerate person: 
and if it does, then we must necessarily understand it as 
speaking of the mternal acts only of concupiscence, to 
which a man does not consent. Thus, in his treatise on 
Marriage and Concupiscence, he says: “The Apostle, how- 
ever, goes on, and says, ‘So then with the mind, I myself 
serve the law of God: but with the flesh, the law of sin ; 
which is to be understood as follows: ‘With the mind I 
serve the law of God,’ by not consenting to the law of sin; 
‘but with the flesh, I serve ‘the law of sin, by having 
the desires of sin, from which, though I consent not to 
them, I am not yet altogether free.’ Again, against the 
two Epistles of the Pelagians; “And thence he concludes, 
‘So then with the mind, I myself serve the law of God: but 
with the flesh, the law of sin’ that is, with the flesh the law 
of sin, by concupiscence ; but with the mind the law of God, 
by not consenting unto the same concupiscence.” Again, 
against Julian: ‘ Be unwilling, therefore, to do that which 
thou wishest not to suffer, and say not that we invite 
to pleasant deeds, you to whom we quote the Apostle, 
saying, ‘Tor I know that in me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth 
no good thing :’ for although they do not the good which 
they would, not to desire, yet they go not after their desires, 
and that is to do good.” And in the same way, every where 
throughout his writings. One might, therefore, without touch- 
ing Augustine, condemn Dr. Tully’s interpretation as absurd. 
And yet there have not been wanting very learned men, who, 
fully giving Augustine his due, have freely censured his in- 
terpretation. 

Thus the great Erasmus, on Rom. 7. 25. “It is true that 
Augustine contends against the two Epistles of the Pela- 
gians, (I. 8. and some chapters following,) that the whole of 
this passage may be meant for St. Paul, either as a youth, or 
as under the law of sin, or as feeling under grace the motions 
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of the passions, though not assenting to them: but he strains s EC T. 
many points so much, that it would do better to suppose ee 
St. Paul had taken upon him the character of the human — 
race, in which there is the Gentile without the law, the 
carnal Jew under the law, and the spiritual freed through 
grace.” And in truth, (to state the case as it really is,) what 
can be more strained and narrow than this interpretation, 
which applies such expressions of the Apostle as ‘ being car- 
nal,’ ‘sold under sin,’ ‘doing evil,’ ‘unable to do what is good,’ 
‘brought into captivity to the law of sin,’ ‘serving the law of 
sin,’ to a man who is under grace, and feels the motions of 
his passions, but in no degree assents unto them? We 
should not, however, greatly oppose Dr. Tully and_ his 
friends, were they content with Augustine’s interpretation, 
which, though absurd enough, still is by itself harmless: but 
they seem to have thought that his interpretation (to use 
Dr. Tully’s own words) “did not particularly tend to the Diss. p. 1. 
comfort of the faithful.” 

§ 7. Let us now proceed to Dr. Tully’s second assertion, 
or rather suspicion: namely, that after Pelagius, all the 
Fathers, especially the Latin, are on his side. But alas, 
how far is this assertion from the truth! For the Greek 
doctors, even after Augustine and Pelagius, adhered con- 
sistently to the primitive interpretation, as had been received 
and approved by the Catholic Church: in proof of this, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, dicumenius, Damascene, and others, 
are sufficient witnesses. Indeed the writings of St. Augus- 
tine were either not so much known, or were not so much 
admired ‘by these Greek Fathers: whereas in the Latin 
Church an excessive veneration for this great doctor (for — 
we must confess the truth) drew away many from the more 
commonly received opinion of the earlier Fathers, both in 
this point and many others, and caused them to embrace 
opinions which were almost peculiar to himself. Neither 1s 
it true that all the Latin Fathers after Augustine, followed 
his teaching. We have already shewn that Ennodius and 
Sedulius are on our side. Primasius and Haimo, as Estius 
observes, unite both interpretations, Augustine’s and the 
older one. Bede also is uncertain, and doubts which expo- 
sition he shall take. For on those words in Rom. 7. ‘ We 
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sEcCT. know that the law is spiritual, he says: “ Perchance, there- 


IX. 


fore, some other one is meant here: perhaps you are; either 
you are, or Iam. If therefore it 1s some one of us, let us 
listen to him as if he were speaking of himself, and without 
anger let us correct ourselves. But if he himself is intended, 
let us not understand him, because he said, ‘What I would, 
that I do not; but what I hate, that I do, as if he wished 
to be chaste but was an adulterer, or wished to be merciful 
and was cruel, or wished to be holy and was unholy. But 
how then? I wish not to be concupiscent, and yet I am 
concupiscent.” Of later writers, whom it is not the custom 
to esteem moderns, Lyranus and Carthusianus are, according 
to Estius, for our interpretation. 

§ 8. It remains for us to say a few words on Dr. Tully’s 
third and last assertion. He says that only one or two 
modern divines of any note favour our interpretation. But 
what of this, supposing it to be true? We certainly ac- 
knowledge that in the interpretation of Scripture the consent 
of the primitive Church is to be preferred to the opinion of 
all moderns, be they ever so numerous or learned: but this 
also is far from being true. For in support of our interpre- 
tation there are not only Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Isi- 
dorus Clarius, Zeger, Cardinal Toledo, and many other very 
learned divines in the Roman Church: but among the re- 
formed, there are Castellio, Wolfgang Musculus, Bucer (who 
at least agrees with us thus far, as altogether to deny that 
St. Paul in Rom. 7. is speaking of himself), Grotius, Vossius, 
Amyraldus, and no few or unimportant ones in the reformed 
Gallican Church; and of our own divines, those men of 
blessed memory, the profound Jackson, the great Hammond, 
Bishop Taylor, a prelate of special genius, learning, and piety, 
Farindon, and very many great divines, who at the present 
day are an honour to the Church of England, and at the 
same time are duly honoured by her. 

§ 9. What Dr. Tully says afterwards concerning the 
Catechism of Trent, has nothing to do with our present 
subject. We make but this one remark : that the old proverb 
applies here, ‘the cover is worthy of the dish:’ for in fact 
that interpretation of St. Paul’s meaning excellently suits 
a catechism which, besides other dogmas quite opposed to 


Oe 


Charge of opposing the Church of England. 369 


Christian piety, teaches’ that true contrition for sin is not S$ ECT. 


necessary for all: in fact that very few Christians can attain 
unto it, and so to supply this defect, God in His great in- 
dulgence has substituted the sacrament of Absolution, by 
which, forsooth, ‘the common salvation of men may be 
obtained in an easier way.’ 

§ 10. I must not however pass over his string of remarks 
on the judgment of our own holy Church, but I am 
compelled to say this much, by way of preface. Dr. Tully’s 
audacity is hardly to be borne when we find him, as we do, 
setting up all his own dogmas for the decrees of the Church 
of England. We cannot think differently from him and 
from the interpretation of even one passage of Scripture, but 
we straightway speak against the voice of our Church. As 
if indeed so gentle a mother had thrust her sons into such a 
strait, that it was not open to them when investigating the 
meaning of the more difficult passages in Holy Writ, freely 
to enquire what was the opinion of the most ancient and 
approved divines of the Church, and to follow their consent. 
So far from this, she bids us do so: she has commanded it in 
her decrees, as we have already shewn. But Dr. Tully’s sole 
object throughout his whole book is, that his opponent may 
be accounted (whether justly or not, it matters not) an enemy 
of the Church of England; for this end he has thought fit to 
distort the Articles, and pervert the Homilies. Would that 
he had first seriously reflected (to use his own words) how 
many great names this invidious attack must assail! We 
care not much for the Harmonist, indeed: but what be- 
comes, if Dr. Tully prevails, of the divines whom we have 
just mentioned, those great lights and ornaments of our 
Church, with whom both in this and other points he agrees ? 
Are they too to be rejected as spurious and disobedient 
children, drowning the voice of their mother? Should this 
ever happen, (which may God avert!) I know not how such a 
loss to the Church could be repaired, or where our beloved 
mother would find more true and worthy sons. But to 
come to the point. The argument by which he endeavours 
to prove that we contradict the Church of England in ex- 


¥ Vid. Catechis. Trident. p. 11. ch. 5. de Peenitentiad n, 29—82. coll. 
n. 24—27, 


BULL, Bb 


IX. 


370 Difference between Rom. 7. 19. and Gal. 5. 17. 


SECT. plaining this passage, is mainly this. There are these points 
IX. __to be observed in the ninth article: 1st. That original sin is 
the fault and corruption of the nature of every man that is 
naturally engendered of the offspring of Adam. 2ndly. By 

this corruption man is very far gone from original righte- 
ousness. 3rdly. That this same infection of nature doth 

remain in them that are regenerated. 4thly. That the 
Apostle, that is, Paul, doth confess this. 5thly. To prove this, 

a few words only from Gal. 5. 17, are quoted; but this is no 

Gal, 5.17, Matter; imasmuch as it is plain that this passage is of 
precisely the same meaning as that m Rom. 7. 19: so that 

at length we get this much from it, namely, that the Fathers 

of the Anglican Church were of opinion that the words 

of the Apostle in Rom. 7. from ver. 14, were most certainly 

to be understood as speaking of a regenerate person. Now 

the whole force of this fine argument depends on this: viz. 

that the passage in Gal. 5. 17, means precisely the same thing 

as that in Rom. 7.19. But I have proved this not to be soin 

II. Diss) the Harmony, where it was clearly shewn that these passages 
cars agree in this one respect, namely, that each of them describes 
116, a certain struggle in the man: but that there is a vast differ- 
ence between the kinds of struggle, whether we regard the 
persons, or the event of the struggle and contest. But what 

reply does Dr. Tully make to this? nota syllable. And is this 

the part of a fair and straightforward disputer? But Dr. 

Tully had needs take care lest this argument recoil upon him- 

self. Ifthe Fathers of our Church had believed that the Apo- 

stle in Rom. 7. must certainly be understood of a regenerate 

person, they surely would have quoted the passage before all 

others, to prove their conclusion, namely, that concupiscence 

doth remain even in the regenerate: since, if it be so under- 

stood, it is the most apposite of all in confirmation of such a 
position: but they evidently do no such thing: for omitting 

this passage, they make use of the other from the Galatians, 

which all explain as speaking of a man under the grace of 

the Gospel. And now I think sufficient answer has been 

made to every thing Dr. Tully has brought forward, whether 

from the Fathers or the Articles of the Church of England, 

against our interpretation of the seventh chapter of the 
Romans: and I appeal to the fair-minded reader, whether I 
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may not with justice return Dr. Tully his own words: SECT. 
“And now I think it is clear enough how dangerous it is pee il 
for any one in an important matter to celebrate his victory eae 
before he has levied together and reviewed his forces.” 

§ ll. After producing these authorities, Dr. Tully at 

length proceeds to the consideration of the passage itself. 
it would be enough for my purpose to pass over all that he 
says upon it, and to refer the reader to the Harmony, II. Diss. 
ix. For I am sure, if any one will read that chapter atten- 
tively and impartially, and compare it with what Dr. Tully 
has brought against it in his own Dissertation, he will easily 
see that he by no means brings satisfactory answers to my 
arguments : and that my refutation of the arguments of the 
opposite party remains untouched and unshaken. But lest I 
should seem to avoid the question, I will not hesitate briefly 
to run over the several objections brought against me. 

In the Harmony, my arguments against that interpreta- II. Diss. 
tion which Dr. Tully upholds, are as follow: “In the Fe ie 
first place, it (i. e. this interpretation) supposes that the 
Apostle here introduces observations unimportant, and per- 
fectly foreign to his design. For it is most clear that at 
the beginning of the chapter he speaks of the imefficacy 
of the law in freeing men from the dominion of sin, and, 
moreover, shews that so far from doing that, it even irritated 
and increased the force of sinful desire. From this doctrine, 
and this only, arose the objections which the Apostle discusses 
in the seventh and thirteenth verses. But it is altogether 
absurd and impossible that the Apostle should answer objec- 
tions arising from the inefficacy of the law in those who have 
not the grace of the Gospel, by a representation of his own 
state under the Gospel.” To this, Dr. Tully, after again attack- 
ing the Harmonist about his youth in a very uncourteous and. 
angry manner, makes the following reply. “ How, I ask, piss.p.10, 
could the Apostle more effectually invite to the grace and 
righteousness of the Gospel, men who were mad for works, épyouay- 
though wanting in all true piety, than by his own example, °°” 
who having been once under the law, could not do any good, 
until he was admitted by faith to the grace of the Gospel ?” 

It is indeed marvellous how such an answer could come 
from a learned man, which so far from solving the argument, 
Bb 2 
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has not even any thing to do with it. Besides, there is an 
untrue assertion in it: namely, that the Apostle in the 
fourteenth and following verses is describing the state of a 
man, who, through the grace of the Gospel, had arrived at 
that which by the law he had not been able to do, namely, 
to shake off the yoke of sin, and break through its dominion. 
For on the contrary, these verses clearly describe the state of 
a man still carnal, and sold under sin, who, very far from 
being able to do what is right, is led captive by the law of 
sin, and serves it. Dr. Tully’s next remark is of the same 
stamp. ‘ What he adds touching the state of his warfare 
against the flesh, though with the sure hope of victory, is a 
greater inducement for him strenuously to undergo the 
struggle, since what the ineffectual rigour of the law could 
not do, the most effectual grace of the Gospel can.” Now 
in the first place, the Apostle’s argument in the fourteenth - 
and following verses is not only jomed to the former verses, 
as being in some way connected with them, but it is a direct 
answer to the objection contained in the thirteenth verse. The 
objection there made is, that it is a wonderful thing that that 
law which is of itself holy, just, and good, should be made 
the cause of death to those who are under it. I again ask, 
How do the verses following get rid of this objection, if the 
Apostle is there speaking of his own regeneration: since in 
a state of regeneration he is no longer under the dispensa- 
tion of the law, and has nothing to do with it; much less is 
the law the cause of death to him, or capable of being so? 
We may in vain wait for Dr. Tully’s answer to this question. 
2ndly. 1 know not with what semblance, even, of truth, 
Dr. Tully could say that in the fourteenth and following 
verses man’s struggle with the flesh, jomed with a sure hope 
of victory, is described. For on the contrary, a contest is 
there plainly depicted, from which nothing could be expected 
but that he must be overcome by the flesh, and be led cap- 
tive to sin: and is this a great inducement for strenuously 
undergoing the struggle ? 

§ 12. In the same section I had most clearly proved by 
another argument that Dr. Tully’s interpretation was entirely 
foreign to the design and purpose of the Apostle, as follows: 
“In the next place, since all allow that the Apostle, from 
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the seventh verse to the fourteenth, is speaking of the state sECT. 
of a man who is under the law, what sufficient reason can be —!*: 
imagined that we should suppose he changes his design in 

the fourteenth and fifteenth verses? especially as the words 

of the fourteenth verse contain evidently the reason of what 

had gone before, as appears by the causative particle for, 
which connects it with the preceding verses.” To this 

Dr. Tully replies (with his usual measure of irony by way of 
introduction,) “What can be plainer than that the Apo- Diss. p.11. 
stle’s only or at least chief object in the whole of his argu- | 
ment, from the beginning of the Epistle to the end of the 
seventh chapter, is to lead sinners from themselves to Christ, 
from their own righteousness of works, to that which is in 
Christ by faith? And to make this clearer, he shews, Ist, 
that such was the rigour of the law, that it admitted of no 
works for salvation, on which there was the very least taint 

of sm: and therefore to hope for life by the law was useless. 
And 2ndly, that that deadly power of the law (i. e. of which 

he had been speaking) came not from its own nature, but 
from the inherent sin of all men, &c. But since this is born 

in all, and dwells equally in Paul the regenerate as in Paul 

the persecuter of Christ, (though through the grace of Christ 

its dominion is not so powerful in believers,) why, I ask, should 

it be thought irrelevant for St. Paul to prove the same thing 

by different ‘middle terms,’ of which the one is himself as 

yet unregenerate, the other himself when regenerate?” 

But what is all this but to bewilder his reader with per- 
plexities, and draw him off from the subject itself? Our 
argument is as follows: The causative particle for, in the 
fourteenth verse, plainly shews its connection with the pre- 
ceding verses: this connection shews the same subject is here 
treated of as before: and that the pronoun J must signify 

the same person as it did in the former verses. Now all 
agree that the Apostle was before speaking of a man under 

the law, and that the pronoun J stood for a man under the 
law: therefore in this verse also, where the cause is given of 
what had been said above, he is speaking of a man under 

the law: otherwise the whole were but so many loose sticks. 
And so a very learned divine_has used this argument, though 

in different words. And now I ask what has Dr. Tully done 
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374: Opposite interpretation tested. 

But that the whole matter 
may be clearer, let us now take the following paraphrase of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth verses, accommodated to their 
supposition who are of opinion that the Apostle begins in 


the fourteenth verse to speak of himself as regenerate. 


TEXT. 


Ver. 13. Was then that 
which is good made death 
unto me? God forbid. But 
sin, that it might appear sin, 
working death in me by that 
which is good: that sin by 
the commandment might be- 
come exceeding sinful. 


PARAPHRASE. 


Was then a good law the 
cause of death to me (who 
was instructed indeed by the 
knowledge of the law, but 
not yet regenerated by the 
grace of the Gospel?) God 
forbid! but sin and vicious 
lusts in me being more in- 
flamed and irritated by occa- 


sion of the good law, (as I said in verse 8,) were strictly 
and properly the cause of that death, that hence might 
appear the nature of sin, and what a wicked thing (so to 
speak) sin actually is, which could convert the best gift of 
God to my destruction. 


TEXT. 


Ver. 14. For we know that 
the law is spiritual: but I am 
carnal, sold under sin. 


PARAPHRASE. 


Still more clearly to ex- 
plain the matter, there is a 
great difference between my 


nature and that of the law. 
For the law coming from God the Spirit of purity, enjoins a 
spiritual manner of life. But I (that is, I Paul, now con- 
verted to the faith of the Gospel, gifted with the Spirit of 
Christ, and so brought to the highest pitch of Christian 
virtue) am of a carnal disposition, repugnant to the spiritual 
law, and enslaved by vile affections. Hence the miserable 
necessity is laid upon me of transgressing the law, and of 
suffermg the death imposed upon its transgressors: so that 
death clearly becomes my portion by means of the law, yet 
in nowise through the fault of the law, but on account of my 
own corrupt disposition. 
Now every one must see that the parenthesis in the para- 
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phrase of the fourteenth verse, which must be inserted accord- s Ec T. 
ing to Dr. Tully’s hypothesis, causes the divine discourse of 1%. 
the Apostle to become vapid, unconnected, and absurd. But 

if it be left out, and the pronoun J in the fourteenth verse be 
understood to mean the same person as it did in the thir- 

teenth and former verses, (which we contend must be done,) 

then the Apostle’s argument is clear, perspicuous, and con- 

sistent. If however Dr. Tully complains that we have un- 

fairly attributed this inconsistent paraphrase to him, we 

entreat him to bring forward another which is neither at 
variance with the words and design of the Apostle, nor with 

his own hypothesis: and if he can, we will at once yield the 

day. 

§ 13. Dr. Tully proceeds: “TI do not see,” he says, “ why Diss. p. 12. 

our friend the Harmonist should consider such a transition 
from one state to another so absurd, unless he is willing to 
condemn himself as guilty of the same absurdity, by applying 
the former part of the twenty-fifth verse of this chapter to 
Paul regenerate, which is equally absurd.” I answer: The 
Apostle Paul, after a long description in the preceding verses 
of the miserable state of man under the law and destitute of 
evangelical grace, celebrates in the beginning of ver. 25. in 
a short parenthesis, the grace of God in Christ, by which 
alone both he himself had been freed from that deplorable 
condition, and a way of deliverance from it was made and 
opened to others: and then he returns to his former subject. 
I leave it to others to decide whether this parenthesis of 
mine, which however is not my own, but which the ancient 
doctors attribute with one consent to the Apostle, is as 
absurd as that paraphrase of Dr. 'Tully’s: but more on this 
subject hereafter. 

§ 14. Dr. Tully proceeds: “ What sort of connection,” he Diss. p.13. 
says, “will he find in the verse immediately following, Rom. §. 1. 
‘There is therefore now no condemnation to them which 
are in Christ Jesus,’ when according to him no mention of 
such persons occurs in the whole of the preceding chapter, 
excepting in this short sentence in the last verse, ‘I thank 
God, &c.? But when he rests his objection on the causative 
particle for, what does he do with these words in ch. 8.1. ‘There 
is therefore now no condemnation?’ Now therefore! why 
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SECT. so? Whence is this imference?” &c. What a fog the 
reverend gentleman raises in a clear sky! Please, reader, 
to refer to the analysis of the seventh chapter of the 
II. Diss. Romans in our Harmony, where I have clearly explained 
= aeoag the connection of the Apostle’s argument in the whole 
99. of the seventh chapter, and also of the eighth chapter 
with the seventh. The sum of this analysis is as follows: 
lst. The Apostle teaches in the four first verses of the 
seventh chapter, that the Jews who had embraced the 
faith of Christ, were no longer bound by the law given 
through Moses ; but were just as free from that obligation 
as a woman is free from the bond of matrimony on the 
death of her husband. 2ndly, That the Jews might un- 
derstand what an immense blessing this was, St. Paul, in 
the fifth verse, shews how wretched was the state of those 
under the law. And on the other hand, in the sixth verse, 
the blessed condition of those who were delivered from the 
bond of the law through Christ: so that Dr. Tully’s asser- 
tion is plainly false in which he confidently states that ac- 
cording to our interpretation, there is no mention of re- 
generate persons in chapter the seventh, except in the last 
verse. For we acknowledge and even contend that the 
Apostle is speaking of regenerate persons from the begin- 
ning of the chapter to the seventh verse. 3rdly, The Apostle, 
not content with saying that the law did not avail for de- 
stroying the corrupt affections of men, draws the contrary 
conclusion, as is his custom, by assuming that not only was 
it of no use for taking away evil desires, but it accidentally 
served to excite and inflame them: and lest this should 
appear offensive to the Jews, and give occasion for cavilling, 
as if the Apostle were teaching that the law was the cause of 
sin, and therefore that it was bad, he prudently anticipates 
this objection in the seventh verse, and refutes it in those 
following. 4thly, The Apostle dwells upon solving this ob- 
jection, and another springing from it, in the thirteenth 
verse, up to the end of the chapter; what can be plainer 
than this? 5thly. Lastly, he repeats in the beginning of 
the eighth chapter, what he had said in the first six verses of 
the seventh chapter, (from whence he had evidently made a 
digression, in order to answer these objections,) namely, that 
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both the chain of the Mosaic law was loosed, and that no SECT. 
one would be condemned for not observing its ceremonies 
who should tread the path of that spiritual life marked out 
in the Gospel, (verse the first,) and also that all true Chris- 
tians were delivered through the Gospel from that dominion 
of sin from which there was no hope or possibility of deli- 
verance through the Mosaic law (verses. 2, 3, 4, &c.) If 
Dr. Tully knows of a clearer analysis of the Apostle’s dis- 
course than this, I wish he would produce it, and if not, that 
he would not disdain to use this one with me. Meanwhile 
it is quite clear to an observant reader how hasty the Doctor 
must have been when he closed his remarks, on the connec- 
tion of St. Paul’s discourse, with this piece of irony, as if in 
triumph, and laughing over a vanquished enemy: “ And now 
let the Harmonist consider whither his hastiness has brought 
him.” 


§ 15. In my ninth section, I have met an objection 
brought forward by opponents in the following manner. 
“The usual objection of the change of tense in the fourteenth II. Diss. 
verse is so trifling, that it is strange serious men should have ee 
ever used it. For what is it? Because the Apostle changes 
from the past tense to the present, must he therefore be 
supposed to change the original design of his argument for 
one totally foreign to it? Who is ignorant that this change 
of tenses is extremely common in all writers, even in the 
same context: and especially, when the subject they are 
speaking of remains the same as it was ?”’ 

To this Dr. Tully replies, “Humph! Are we then to Diss.p.14. 
think it strange to separate the present tense from the past, 
when the subject itself particularly requires it?” I answer : 
By no means. But this I say, that it does not become 
serious-minded men, merely on account of a change in the 
tenses, to attribute to the Apostle a subject totally foreign 
to his design, and therefore most inconsistent and absurd. 

Dr. Tully proceeds: “ Let him even shew a shadow of 
reason why St. Paul should pass from the past to the present 
tense, when it in no way assists his object. For if he is 
going on speaking of himself as unregenerate, what necessity 
was there for him to change the tense?”? I answer: I have 
shewn more than a shadow of reason why St. Paul, though 
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. still speaking of the same unregenerate person, should pass 


from the past to the present tense: I beg the reader to listen 
to my own words, not as they are miserably cropped and 
mutilated by Dr. Tully in his usual way, but as they stand 
in the book itself. 

“ But what if the reason for this change appear plainly 
from the passage itself? For the Apostle in the ninth verse 
had considered man as here represented, in that state im 
which he was before he received the law. Then in the 
following verses to the fourteenth, he shews the event, that 
is, what had happened to him in consequence of having 
received the law, namely, that by the law he became guilty 
of a greater offence, and subject to a severer punishment. 
So far then it was requisite that the Apostle should use the 
past tense. But at the fourteenth verse he shews the reason 
why the consequences of the law were different from what it 
had intended. The nature of the law, he says, is different 
from that of the men who are under the law, &c. Now it 
would have been improper that the Apostle, explaining a case 
even then existing, should speak in the past time, or say, 
‘The law was spiritual, but I was carnal.” How much more 
fit was it to use the present :—‘ The law is spiritual, but I 
am carnal,’ as will readily appear to every one who attentively 
considers the matter.” To this Dr. Tully replies: “ As far 
as regards the former clause of the sentence, it would not 
become St. Paul to speak unmeaningly, since the law not 
only was, but is always spiritual. No one but a trifler could 
say, I ‘was’ a man, yet it was very fitting for St. Paul to say 
I ‘am’ carnal, because, In a manner, and in a certain sense, 
he always was such.” 

Dr. Tully therefore acknowledges the reason to be self- 
evident, why St. Paul, when speaking of the law, should use 
the present tense, and that he could not have spoken other- 
wise with any meaning. But in his reply concerning the 
latter clause of the sentence, how miserably (begging his 
pardon) does he himself trifle! In truth the question here 
is not in what sense St. Paul called the person there described 
‘carnal, (that comes on afterwards,) but why the Apostle 
should have changed the tense in both clauses, and now 
speaks in the present. The reason, we assert, is evident ; it 


/ 
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was not proper that the Apostle, when explaining an existing S EC T. 
case, should use the past tense: on the contrary, it was ~ 
actually necessary for him to speak in the present. For this 

sole reason we contend that St. Paul said, not that the law 

‘was,’ but ‘is’ spiritual, and for the same reason, not that I 

‘was,’ but that I ‘am’ carnal, and so likewise in the follow- 

ing verses. What has Dr. Tully alleged to invalidate this 
reason ? Nothing whatever. 

§ 16. In the tenth section of the same chapter, I have p. 101. 
refuted, by means of another argument, their opinion who 
interpret this chapter of the Romans from ver. 14, of St. Paul 
himself in his regenerate state, and I have shewn that this 
opinion makes the Apostle’s reasoning unconnected and con- 
tradictory to itself. This general view I have illustrated and 
confirmed by many instances, of which the first is as follows: 

“ Of the man here described it is said, ‘I am carnal.’ But of ver. 14. 
the regenerated, ‘he walks not after the flesh but after the Row. 8.1. 
Spirit.’ ” To this Dr. Tully answers: “ Asif,” he says, “ ‘to be 
carnal,’ (or as the Apostle means, to have a carnal nature,) 

and ‘to walk after the flesh’ were equivalents, which are 
things far and far asunder. Another begging of the question ! Iterum 7. 
The Apostle by no means walked after the flesh ; and yet he ° “X? 
said with truth, ‘I am carnal.’ I will shew how, if the 
necessary distinction be kept in mind, this is quite plain. 

For a man is said to be carnal, viewed either according to 

the Law or the Gospel : according to the former, the holiest 

man on earth will be carnal, because whatever the grace of 
holiness may effect, he does not in any way come up to the 
spirituality of the law, (so to speak,) which abominates all 

sin and calls it flesh.’ To which I reply, Ist, ‘To be 
carnal,’ and ‘to walk after the flesh,’ are indeed different ex- 
pressions: but only so far as this, that the former signifies, 

if I may so say, the habit of carnality, the latter has more 
reference to carnal actions and deeds. But whoever is 
carnal, walks after the flesh, and vice versa. 2ndly, It is very 

easy for the Doctor to coin minute distinctions whenever he 
pleases, which may appear quite clear to himself, and which 

are actually necessary for supporting his own hypothesis. 

But I contend that Scripture phrases must be explained by 
Scripture, and not according to his fancy or use of them: 
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. and therefore I ask, where is a truly religious man, not to say 


.—— most holy, such as St. Paul was, described in the Holy Scrip- 


4 Cor, 3.1. 


Gal. 5. 20. 


eCoreL. 
21. 

2 Cor 12, 
20,21, 


tures as ‘carnal, with respect to his affections? Many of 
the Corinthians indeed are called carnal by St. Paul by 
reason of their imperfect knowledge, and because they were 
unskilled in the knowledge of the mysteries of the Gospel, 
(which sense of the word is foreign to the present sub- 
ject,) and many of them also on account of the carnal 
affections predominating in them: as indeed there always 
have been, and always will be too many, under the very 
law of the spirit of life, who serve the flesh. Such do those 
of the Corinthians appear to have been, who are rebuked by 
the Apostle in the third verse of the above-mentioned chapter. 
“For whereas,” he says, “ there is among you envying and 
strife, and divisions, are ye not carnal, and walk as men?” 
‘Strifes, envyings, divisions,’ the Apostle elsewhere enume- 
rates amongst the works of the flesh which of a certainty 
exclude a man from the kingdom of heaven, and there- 
fore the proof in this place is from the effects. For 
since emulations, contention, schism, are fruits of the flesh, 
it is certain that wherever they are seen, there their root 
must be flourishing. These sins prevailed amongst many 
of the Corinthians: hence the Apostle convinces them 
of being carnal. There were also some among the Corinth- 
ians, who, on account of other works of the flesh, might 
most justly be called carnal: as those, for instance, who were 
addicted to drunkenness, and that too at the Holy Com- 
munion, and to fornication and other dreadful impurities. 
But granting that some truly religious Corinthians, who 
were as yet but beginners in religion, were called carnal by 
St. Paul, by reason of their affections, yet we still have to 
search for a passage of Scripture where the word ‘ carnal’ is 
received in such a sense as to apply to St. Paul himself, a 
man of wonderful holiness, who had rebuked the Corinthians 
for the very reason that they were carnal. Dr. Tully con- 
tends that from the text itself it is clear that the word must 
be taken in this sense, for he argues as follows from the 
Apostle’s words, ‘The law is spiritual, but I am carnal: 
“This carnality which he here speaks of, is plainly opposed 
to the spirituality, or in common language, the perfection of 
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the law. And who is there, I ask, that will dare to profess 
himself to be free from it while he is on earth? When he 
looks on that law so awful from its purity, who will not 
exclaim with the holy Apostle, ‘I am carnal?’” But here 
again Dr. Tully, with no text of Scripture and no authority 
of any ancient ecclesiastical writer to back him up, puts a 
new interpretation on the word ‘spiritual’ according to his 
own fancy, as he also gives a meaning warranted by no 
example to the word ‘carnal.’ For who has ever found 
that word, used by any author of sufficient authority, to mean 
the ‘rigour’ of the law? doubtless the law is here called 
spiritual because it commands a spiritual manner of life, and 
requires that we should walk after the Spirit, mortifying and 
crucifying the desires and affections of the flesh: and hence 
the spiritual law is opposed to carnal man, that is, to man 
given up to the desires of the flesh. Which opposition is 
presently explained more clearly by St. Paul, in these words: 
“ Because the carnal mind is enmity against God, for it is 
not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be.” Every 
one must see that the passages are equivalent: for as here, 
‘the carnal mind, so in the passage. under review, ‘the 
carnal man,’ so called on account of the desire of the flesh, is 
altogether opposed to the law of God. And to shew the 
exact agreement of the passages, as what is said in Rom. 8. 7, 
namely, that ‘the carnal mind is enmity against God and 
cannot be subject to the law of God,’ is added as a reason for 
what had just gone before in verse 6, namely, ‘to be carnally 
minded is death,’ so these words in Rom. 7. 14, ‘ the law is 
spiritual but I am carnal,’ are joined on to the thirteenth 
verse as the reason for what had been said there, ‘ that a good 
law had been made death’ or ‘had worked death by sin.’ 
In both places the Apostle’s meaning is clearly the same: 
namely, that the majority of men incur the death threatened. 
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by the law, not from the fault of the law, but from their own | 


sin, because they are carnal, and of that disposition which is 
most repugnant to a spiritual law, and which is unable to be 
subject to it. What can be plainer than this? and therefore 
from this opposition between the spiritual law and carnal 
man, we gain this irrefragable argument against our oppo- 
nents. The person of whom the Apostle is speaking in 
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Rom. 7. 14. is called ‘carnal’ because he is of that disposition 
which is plainly repugnant to that spiritual manner of life 
which the law enjoins, and which is unable to be subject to 
the law of God which commands such a life: whence he is 
said to have slain himself; but this does not apply to a re- 
generate or truly religious man: therefore the Apostle is not 
speaking in this verse of a regenerate or truly religious person. 

§ 17. In the same section I have drawn the following ar- 
gument from ver. 14: the person there described is said to 
be ‘sold unto sin,’ a metaphor taken from those who are 
sold and entirely delivered up to the power of some master, 
and plainly the same expression as is used of Ahab, who is 
described as being the worst of men, as well as kings, in 
which passage the Septuagint version has ‘he was sold to 
work wickedness.’ But of the regenerate it is said, that 
‘being made free from sin, he became the servant of righte- 
ousness.? Dr. Tully’s answer to} this is, that “we must by all 
means distinguish between a voluntary slave, and one com- 
pelled to be a slave: that it is one thing to be sold unto sin, 
another to sell oneself”? A most unhappy way of getting 
out of the difficulty : as if indeed any one could become the 
servant of sin against his own will. For surely as there is 
no sin that is not voluntary, so no one can become the slave 
of sin except voluntarily: no one is sold unto sin who has 
not sold himself. Damascene, in treating of this passage, 
beautifully explains the point. “The suggestion of the evil 
one, that is, the law of sin, entering the members of our 
flesh, makes its attacks upon us through the flesh. For 
having once willingly transgressed the law of God, and ad- 
mitting the suggestion of the devil, we give him an opening, 
and are sold by ourselves unto sin: and so our body is easily 
led into it.” 

In the same way, St. Basil: “ He who is drawn into sin 
against his will ought to consider that he is overcome by 
some other sin already existing in him: and that willingly 
serving that, he is afterwards led on by it to those which he 
would not.” ‘To prove his rule, St. Basil quotes directly 
the words of the Apostle. “For we know that the law 
is spiritual, but I am carnal, sold under sin.” Therefore it 
is in vain for Dr. Tully so seriously to warn his reader of 
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the discrepancy between the Septuagint and Hebrew text, SECT. 
in the passage quoted above, and to accuse me of un- — 
fairness in quoting it, as he does in the following way: a tea 
“Jt is wonderful,” he says, “that the ‘ Dissertator’ should p. 16. 
so use the passage, (though some few others have done 

so,) for although the Septuagint version is, ‘he was sold,’ expdon 
yet whoever will look to the Hebrew word, he will see s>»9n7 
that it agrees with our English version, ‘he sold himself, 
which circumstance ought not to have been passed over by 

one desirous of truth: for such a course savours rather of a 
desire for victory in the dark than for Divine truth.” But 
however he may despise the youthful Harmonist, I should 
have thought that the version of the seventy interpreters, 

with two others besides them, who certainly had not studied 

the Hebrew original carelessly, might have had some weight 

with him. But what is he contending for? really nothing ! 

for as I have said before, ‘to be sold to sin,’ and ‘to sell 
oneself,” come to one and the same thing. If, however, 

Dr. Tully had enquired where the expression ‘sold unto 

sin,’ (taken passively,) was used in our sense, he might have 
been referred to the first book of Maccabees, 1. 15. where 

the writer thus speaks of certain most wicked Jews. “ And 
made themselves uncircumcised, and forsook the holy cove- 
nant, and joined themselves to the heathen, and ‘ were sold 

to do mischief.’” It matters not, that the book 1s apocryphal: 

since in a question concerning the genuine sense of an ex- 
pression in use among the Hebrews, no one in his senses 

will deny that a Hebrew author, writmg im Hebrew, (as 
Jerome bears witness,) an ancient one, and much esteemed 

in the ancient Christian Church, and even allowed a place in 

the sacred canon itself, by many of the ancients, no one, I 

say, will deny that such an one ought to be reckoned a com- 
petent judge. Now from this passage, compared with that 

in 1 Kings 21. 20, it appears that the ancient Jews were in 

the habit of designating a very profligate sinner, by this, as 

it were, proverbial expression, ‘he was sold unto sin,’ or 
‘sold himself” Who therefore will believe (excepting those 

who are ready to believe whatever they wish) that the Apo- 

stle Paul, a Jew, and using on all occasions Jewish expres- 
sions, should have used this phrase in a discourse directed. to 
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Jews, (ver. 1,) in such a sense as that it might be applied to a 


——~— regenerate and truly religious, and even a very holy person ? 


Diss. p. 30. 


Surely with justice may we say, in Dr. Tully’s own words, 
“ Let us search the Scriptures, and beware, lest we be found 
rebellious against the light.” 

§ 18. It will be seen what irrefragable scroasieeii have 
been deduced from this fourteenth verse, in support of our 
opinion: we will add, however, to these, the following fact: 
that even Calvin, and Beza after him, with many other re- 
formed divines who adopted Calvin’s teaching, although 
they agree with Dr. Tully in the interpretation of the follow- 
ing verses, are yet forced to acknowledge, from the case 
bemg so evident, that the whole of the fourteenth verse 
must be interpreted of an unregenerate person, and therefore 
that the Apostle begins to speak of himself as regenerate, in 
the fifteenth verse. Calvin’s remarks on the passage are as 
follow: ‘‘ Now,” he says, “he begins to contrast in a greater 
degree the law and man’s nature, that it may be more clearly 
seen whence arises the fault of death. And afterwards, he 
brings forward the example of a regenerate person.” And 
again. “He gives a bare comparison between nature and 
the law: since there is no greater difference in human 
things, than that of the spirit and the flesh. The law is spi- 
ritual: man is carnal. What argument therefore can there 
be between man’s nature and the law? between light and 
darkness.” And again, “ Men in their natural state, and as 
long as they retain their natural dispositions, are called 
carnal, for inasmuch as they are vicious so they have no 
thoughts or aspirations but what are gross and earthly.” 
Lastly, he thus explains the words, ‘sold under sin” This 
particle shews what the flesh can do by itself. For man by 
nature is no less the slave of sin than are purchased slaves, 
who are used by their masters as they will, just as they do 
their very beasts. The notion of compulsion must be always 
excepted: we sin voluntarily, nor would it be sin were it 
not voluntary. Wherefore the above simile must not be 
taken to favour the idea of a compulsory servitude, but of 
willing submission.” What can be plainer than this, against 
the Doctor’s trifling distinction between the voluntary and 
the forced slave of sin ? | 
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But on ver. 15. Calvin thus comments: “He now pro- SECT. 
ceeds to the more particular example of man in his regenerate a 
state,” &c. In the same way Beza, in his notes on the pas- 
sage: “'The cause of this is because the law demands a 
heavenly purity: but men, such as they are born, are the 
slaves of corruption, which they voluntarily serve.” And so 
on the fifteenth verse: “ From the seventh to the fifteenth 
verse he is shewing the use of the law in the unregenerate.” 
Aretius (not to mention others who have followed Calvin) 
interprets the passage in the same way, explaining the 
Apostle’s words ‘sold under sin,’ by ‘being in its absolute illius ple- 
possession.’ Whatever reasons however induced them to ERTS. 
interpret the fourteenth verse of an unregenerate person, 
they surely were bound by the same reasons to do so in the 
following verses. They were obliged, in fact, to acknowledge 
that the Apostle is not speaking of aregenerate person in the 
fourteenth verse, first, because the words of that verse are con- 
nected with the preceding one, and evidently contain the cause 
of what is said there: and it is quite plain that the Apostle 
is not speaking there of a regenerate person: and secondly 
because such expressions as ‘ to be carnal,’ and ‘ sold under 
sin,’ cannot in any way be applied in their Scriptural mean- 
ing to a regenerate person. How is it then that they did 
not see that the same arguments prove that the following 
verses must not be interpreted of a regenerate person? For 
the first words of the fifteenth verse are evidently connected 
with the fourteenth, by the causative particle ‘for.’ And 
then, do not such expressions as are used of the person de- 
scribed in the following verses, namely, that ‘with the flesh ver. 25. 
he serves the law of sin, and that ‘he is led captive to ver. 23. 
the law of sin,’ mean the same thing as ‘being carnal’ 
and ‘sold under sin?’ It is also to be observed that 
Dr. Tully’s argument, in support of his opinion, drawn from 
the change of the past into the present tense, and which he 
sets such high value upon as to pronounce “ that it would of Diss. p.14. 
itself not only press hard upon, but overwhelm his oppo- 
nents,” goes for nothing even in the judgment of Calvin, 

Beza, and other reformed divines. For this change of tense 
first occurs in the fourteenth verse, which verse, these divines 
contend, is not to be interpreted of a regenerate person. 

BULL. ce 
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§ 19. In the twelfth section I have discussed the argu- 
ments brought forward by Parzeus, in support of the opposite 
opinion, in his explanation of the seventh chapter of the 
Romans, the first of which is, “ It is evident that the Apostle 
is speaking of himself and not of another, because he continues 
to lament over his own state, using the first person through 
all the twelve verses, ‘I am carnal,” &c. I answer: Every 
one in any degree acquainted with St. Paul’s Epistles, must 
be aware that this change of person is a very favourite way 
of his expressing in his own person the state or circumstances 
of others. In proof of which the following passages are 
referred to; ] Cor. 4. 3, 4; compared with verse 6; Rom. 38. 7; 
1 Cor..6. 12, 15,,and 10523;,29230; -Galo2uAs: 

Dr. Tully, with some rhetorical effusions as usual, by way of 
preface, answers this in the followmg manner. “Let the 
reader consider, and remember what an office he has taken 
upon himself, namely, to prove the assertion ‘that St. Paul 
in other passages speaks of himself in the first person, in a 
way which is very far from applying to a holy man.’ This is 
the task he has undertaken. Let us therefore look to the 
passages, and every one will see how well they answer this 
description.” But I am not aware what right Dr. Tully has 
for imposing tasks on the Harmonist at pleasure. For where, 
I ask, are these words to be found, which Dr. Tully takes care 
to print in italics as the Harmonist’s very own, “that 
St. Paul in other passages speaks of himself in the first per- 
son, in a way which by no means applies to a holy man?” 
My words are, “that this change of person is a very favourite 
way of the Apostle’s of expressing in his own person the state 
or circumstances of others.” And do not the passages I have 
quoted prove this? Why, Dr. Tully himself allows it! It is 
quite certain, besides, that in one of these passages St. Paul 
speaks of himself in the first person in a way very far from 
applying to a holy man. For in Rom. 3. 7. he says: “For 
if the truth of God hath more abounded through my lie unto 
His glory, why yet am I also judged as a sinner?” He calls 
the ‘infidelity’ or incredulity of the Jews a lie, of which he 
had spoken in the third verse ; and he made use of the word 
‘lie,’ on account (as Estius rightly observes) of its opposition 
to the ‘truth’ of God. ‘To abound in glory,’ is ‘to become 
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more conspicuous.’ The meaning of the whole passage is, If $ ECT. 
the truth of God has become more conspicuous and glorious 
(namely, in the calling of the Gentiles) through my incre- 
dulity who am an unbelieving Jew, by what right shall this 
incredulity of mine be punished by God? consequently the 
Apostle, as in the seventh chapter so here, is sustaining the 
character of the Jews, and speaks of himself in the first per- 
son, in a way which is far from applying to a holy man. 
For he speaks of the infidelity of the Jews in his own person, 
from which sin he himself nevertheless was most clear. 
Dr. Tully, by not attending to the design of the passage and 
the context, seems to have thought that the word ‘lie’ was to 
be taken here in its strict and proper meaning, namely, a 
deliberate declaration of what is untrue, and that St. Paul’s 
opponents had falsely accused him of such a lie. A mere 
dream ! 

§ 10. In the next section, to the objection brought for- p. 103. 
ward by Parzeus, that “a change of persons is found in 
Scripture, and that in any passage where it occurs its mean- 
ing is always plain from the context, but that here it is by 
no means so,” I have replied as follows: “ Surely if itis plain 
in any passage, it is doubly plain here. For not to mention 
the arguments already brought forward which actually 
require this figure, the Apostle when wishing to answer the 
objection that the law is the cause of sin, and so to shew that 
so far from being the cause, it alone accurately and fairly 
laid open the nature of sin; he says ‘that he should not 
have known sin, but by the law,’ and ‘that once when he 
-was without the law he did not know it:’ surely this ‘ being x+p!s 
without the law,’ denotes in the Apostle’s writings the state """ 
and condition of Gentiles or of those who are without a 
written law, as it is opposed to those who live under the 
dispensation of a law. For to live ‘without law,’ and to 
live ‘lawlessly,’ or ‘lawless,’ mean the same thing. Now &&ouoy 
the Apostle surely was never without a law: inasmuch as he...” 


see Rom. 
was a Jew by birth, a disciple of Gamaliel from his child- EE 


hood, and one who had imbibed the teaching of the law 

with his mother’s milk. It is necessary therefore for us to 

suppose that the Apostle wished to represent in his own 

person the state of the Jews: in the first place, such as 
cc2 
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they were, ‘ without the law,’ i. e. ‘before the law was given 
them:’ and then as they were ‘when the commandment 
came, after the law was given.” And if he began his argu- 
ment with this change of person, what reason is there to 
induce us to believe that he did not continue it in the 
following verses?” I have quoted the entire paragraph 
that the reader might the more clearly see how Dr. Tully 
“backs out” of the matter.. For what is his answer to it ? 
“T confess,” he says, “that the passage is difficult, and one 
which allows the curious plenty of room for the exercise of 
their intellect : every one is welcome, as far as I am concerned, 
to his own interpretation of it, so that he does not deny that 
St. Paul is speaking concerning himself: for there is no 
necessity for doing this.” This is just as much as saying, I 
confess I am not able to give any certain answer to this 
arguinent, but I never will acknowledge that St. Paul is not 
here speaking of himself. A great man has truly said, ‘ that 
no slavery is so miserable as that of being a slave to an 
opinion.’ Dr. Tully however has made the difficulty of this 
passage his screen, that he might escape unseen in the dark- 
ness of which he himself was the cause. The noon-day sun 
is darkness to him who shuts his eyes and will not see it: 
and so and in no other way is this passage obscure. Is it diffi- 
cult to see what St. Paul means by ‘ without the law?’ It is 
clear from the passages already noted, that he constantly ex- 
presses by this phrase their condition who are without a 
written law. Is it difficult to find out whether St. Paul him- 
self was ever without a written law? Least of all men, for he 
was born under the law, and imbibed its teaching with his 
mother’s milk. What then follows, but that the Apostle is 
not speaking in this passage of himself, but of another ; which 
was to be proved. Dr. Tully however presently takes courage, 
and attempts to explain this difficult passage in the following 
manner: “ I indeed agree to their opinion, who do not un- 
derstand by the passage a law in its primary meaning, but 
in a relative sense, namely, one but little efficacious to the 
conscience of the unregenerate, and not comprehended in its 
due spiritual and intimate meaning: which is the same case 
in effect as if there were no law: not that there is actually no 
law, but because it does not exercise its power, as if it really 
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did not exist.” To pass over the gross solecism in these s ECT. 
words, (caused, as I suppose, by their having been written —1*: 
in too great haste,) I cannot help regretting the total 

want of straightforwardness in the Doctor. He here 

brings forward the very answer of Parzus, which he must 

know I had completely refuted in the Harmony, which II. Diss. 
passage I beg the careful reader to examine, and judge fete 
for himself. Dr. Tully therefore, not trusting in this inter- 
pretation, again advises his reader to dismiss our argument 

as of no value, and to hold unflinchingly to the conclusion 

that St. Paul is here speaking of himself. For he thus closes 

his answer: “As far as our present purpose is concerned, 

there does not seem any great necessity to trouble ourselves 

much about the meaning of the passage, so long as we firmly. 

hold that St. Paul is speaking of himself.” What use there- 

fore is it to argue with an opponent so bound down to an 
opinion? he must have the pleasure of keeping to his own 
judgment. 

§ 21. Dr. Tully’s answers to my objections against Parzeus, Diss.ILix. 
concerning the expressions of the Apostle, ‘the good that I oes 
would,’ and ‘the evil that I would not,’ are so frivolous, that — 
it is hardly worth while to detain the reader by a considera- 
tion of them: begging him however just to compare what I 
have said with the answer made to it, it will be sufficient 
briefly to notice one or two points. 1. Dr. Tully denies that 
the will, however perfect, earnest, or firm, necessarily pro- 
duces action: but, on the contrary, says that daily experience 
refutes such a notion, After so many theological paradoxes, 
what a monstrous piece of philosophy have we here! For if 
we regard the actions which are in our own power (of which eg’ jus 
alone there can be any question, since in those not in our 
own power it is not reckoned a fault not to perform what we 
wish) nothing in philosophy is more certain than that a 
“perfect and firm will necessarily produces action.” For 
the will governs the powers of the whole man: so that what- 
ever we are able to do, and wish to do with a perfect and 
firm will, that of necessity we really do. It is useless to 
bring forward the case of St. Peter. When St. Peter denied 
Christ, he did not wish with a perfect will not to deny Him, 
for if he had, he certainly would never have done so: but 
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. more of this hereafter. 2ndly. Dr. Tully professes to disagree 


with what I said concerning the volition of good, which 
St. Paul imputes to the person described in the seventh 
chapter of the Romans, namely, that it does not mean a 
determined and settled purpose of the mind, but only a 
certain kind of willingness, an unstable and weak desire for 
what is good, such as may be found in too many persons who 
are not good. I have however confirmed this view by shew- 
ing that the Apostle attributes the volition of good to the 
person described by him, in such a way as plainly to take 
away from him all power of performing what is good, ver. 
16, 18; in which latter verse I have noted the antithesis in 
the Apostle’s words, “ for to will is present with me, but how 
to perform that which is good that I find not;”’ as if he had 
said, Having the knowledge of the law, and being persuaded 
of its due obligation, it is easy for me to will the good which 
it commands: but the faculty of doing this is so far from me, 
that how to perform it I find not, inasmuch as the law of 
sin which is in my flesh, and under whose dominion I am, is 
for ever carrying me away to the contrary. And is this to be 
called a determined and settled purpose of the mind? is such 
a volition of good as this to be considered the characteristic 
mark of the regenerate man? This is our answer to Pareus, 
and we may wait in vain for Dr. Tully to bring forward any 
thing solid against it. Dr. Tully’s following remarks are 
perfectly astonishing. 

“Tdo not understand,” he says, “what he means by 
saying that the terms ‘to will,’ and ‘to perform,’ are opposed 
to one another, unless he means that subordinate terms are 
opposites, (and if he means that he will never prove it,) for if 
so, it would follow that a good work is done without the will, 
notwithstanding that the will is the root and principle of all 
moral action. Therefore ‘to will’ and ‘to perform’ cannot 
be opposite terms.” And again, “If to will and to perform 
are to be considered as opposite terms, not even St. Paul 
himself could perform a good work: for the very will of per- 
forming it would prevent him, since, in opposite terms, if one 
is granted the other must be denied.” It seems perfectly 
astonishing how such a conclusion could be drawn from my 
words, or rather the words of Amyraldus, to whom I referred 
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in the note: they are as follow: “The Apostle here draws s ECT. 
a difference between ‘willing what is good,’ and ‘doing it,’ ee 
ver. 18. For these are so distinguished and opposed, as that G ie 
‘to will’ is attributed to our faculties, while ‘to perform’ is Gerba es 
not so by any means: ‘to will,’ signifies only a certain incli- *”” 
nation or tendency, but not a definite, anxious, perfect, or 
settled will, for such a will of necessity produces action.” 
My meaning is merely this: the Apostle so distinguishes 
between and opposes the two terms ‘to will’ and ‘to do,’ as 
to allow the former to the person whom he is describing, 
while he altogether denies that he possesses the latter; and 
thence it necessarily follows that St. Paul meant by the ex- 
pression ‘to will what is good,’ an ineffectual will, such an 
one as did not lead to action. Nothing can be plainer than 
this: and therefore what fair-minded person could impute to 
me the opinion that ‘ to will’ and ‘to do’ were simply and of 
themselves opposed to one another, in the same sense as 
logicians speak of opposite terms, so that whoever wills what 
is good, for that very reason does not do it: and he who does 
what is good does it unwillingly, or as Dr. Tully says, with- 
out will? and yet these are the absurdities he attributes to 
me. Surely that must be blind charity which could believe 
that the Doctor, while writing such things, seriously endea- 
voured to keep to truth and honesty. 

§ 22. My objections to Parzeus touching the hatred of sin, 
are replied to by Dr. Tully in the following way. In the first Diss. p.24. 
place he rejects the example of Medea, which amongst others 
I had brought forward to prove that a certain kind of hatred 
of sin may be found even in the greatest sinners: “ For it 
appears,” says he, “that this woman was notorious for her 
wickedness: and although at intervals she struggled under 
some slight pangs of conscience, (which may be observed in 
the most desperate sinners,) still it is quite certain, from 
Euripides and Seneca, that she proceeded resolutely and as 
it were at full sail to her bloody deed.” It is so, 1 acknow- 
ledge: but is it not also as certain, that a person of this kind 
is plainly described by the Apostle in this chapter? surely it 
is; for this man is said ‘to be sold under sin,’ which expres- 
sion is not commonly used in Holy Scripture, except of most 
wicked sinners, as I have shewn above. But Dr. Tully pro- 
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SECT. ceeds: “ But this,” says he, “the Apostle denies of him- 
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self, when he says that it was not himself who did the ill, 


v. 17—20. which he would not, but sin dwelling in him:” forsooth 


7d Onpia- 
des 


Diss. p. 
24, 25. 


LT. Diss. 
ie 0LO. p. 
106. 


the reverend gentleman seems to have thought that the 
Apostle in these verses excuses the man whom he is describ- 
ing. But in this he is much mistaken: for St. Paul is not 
endeavouring to excuse sinners of any kind, not to say him- 
self: but the whole of his discourse is to justify the law, and 
to prove that the law is not of itself the cause of sin and 
death, but that it is holy, just, and good, as appears from the 
scope of the whole passage, and especially from the sixteenth 
verse, “If then I do that which I would not I consent unto 
the law that it is good.” For surely this is the strongest 
argument in vindication of the holiness of the law, that 
wicked men having the knowledge of the law, approve of it 
while they transgress it, and even wish to obey it up to a 
certain point, their conscience scourging them in silence for 
sins committed against it. The Apostle’s meaning therefore © 
from the seventeenth to the twentieth verse, is plainly this : 
When a carnal man imbued with a knowledge of the law 
sins against it, it is not so much the man himself who sins, 
1. e. the mind of the man, (for each man’s mind is himself,) 
as ‘the animal part’ in him, which is enslaved to sin, and 
which is called in the twenty-third verse ‘the law of sin in 
his members ;? whence it follows, that in the opinion even of 
the worst men, (in so far as they are men, and have the 
power of judgment,) the law of God is holy, just, and good: 
which the Apostle had undertaken to prove. 

§ 23. I next find the following remarks: “Sensible men 
will be but little disturbed by the popular pageant which the 
Harmonist gets up in the following strain;” (O how cleverly 
said!) “Great praise indeed to be so regenerate as to 
hate sin, when no passion or excitement of appetite induces 
us to commit it; but as soon as the opportunity of doing 
wrong offers itself, and some desire urged us to commit sin, 
then heartily to love it.’ I have quoted the whole passage, so 
that no dispute may arise from its being imperfectly repre- 
sented. But I wish he would again consider how invidious 
and inconsistent it all is.” Let us therefore, according to his 
wish, reconsider the whole question. Dr. Tully first en- 
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quires, “ What words of St. Paul prove that the person he is SECT. 
describing is affected in such a way?” I answer, those 1: 
words which speak of the man there described as ‘hating 

sin, and yet doing it, as being brought into captivity of the 

law of sin in his members, and, even so, sold under sin.’ For 

hence we have thus argued in the Harmony. “No one p. 106. 
hates sin at the very moment he is committing it. There- 

fore all that hatred which the man here represented felt 
towards sin, must be referred to that time when either con- 
cupiscence had not yet been excited by objects presented to 

it, or it had not yet overcome the opposition of the reason. 

After concupiscence prevailed, it follows as a matter of course, 

that as long as it kept the reason in its power, there was no 
hatred of sin.” Here follow the words, quoted by Dr. Tully, 

“ Great praise,” &c., and I leave it to the judgment of Jearned 

men to decide whether they deserve the Doctor’s derision 

and contempt, as if they were a popular pageant. Quin- 
tilian’s hint seems to have occurred to Dr. Tully, namely, 

that “insincerity proceeds as far as this, that what we 
cannot refute by speaking, we may put down by objections’.” 

He presently cavils at my words, “heartily loves ;” I pass 

over the extraordinary syllogism he attributes to me, because 

(as he truly observes) “there is no handling such logic.” 

What he says concerning St. Peter deserves consideration. 
“When Peter,” he says, “thrice denied his Lord, did he 
heartily love the miserable deed?” I answer, Certainly he 

did. When St. Peter denied Christ, he heartily loved his 

sad deed, not as such, (not even the greatest sinner loves 

sin as sin,) but as the means of escaping death which he was 
dreading, and of saving his life. This is cleverly explained 

by Bucer, in his Enarration of the seventh chapter of the 
Romans, where, after other good remarks, he thus descants 
on the case of St. Peter. “ When Peter, struck by the p-368.edit, 
woman’s question, denied Christ, two propositions presented Boal 
themselves to his mind. ‘ Risking one’s life must be avoided,’ 
and ‘the denial of Christ must be avoided: in the one, 
natural feeling and desire prevailed; in the other, the feel- 
ing and will of the law and Spirit of God. When therefore 
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the power of the Holy Spirit deserted him, the thought of 
impending death prevailed, while the thought of denying 
Christ was banished: and therefore he denied Him. For to 
the proposition, ‘The risking one’s life must be avoided,’ he 
added, ‘ By denying Jesus you shall avoid this present risk of 
life ’ and so his conclusion was, ‘Therefore Jesus must be 
denied,’ and deny he did. The deliberation indeed was 
short: for violent fear put a stop to it: yet, so quick is the 
operation of the mind, this must also have occurred to him. 
‘To deny Christ, the Saviour and Son of God, is perdition.’ 
If now Peter could have persisted in the thought that the 
denial of Christ the Saviour must be avoided, he might have 
easily added, ‘This Jesus is Christ your Saviour,’ and so with 
his premises established, his conclusion would have followed, 
‘Therefore Jesus my Master must not be denied’? and thus 
he would have stood firm in his confession. And so he did 
both what he was unwilling and what he wished to do: what 
he was unwilling to do, before he was so terror-struck by the 
impending danger, and ceased to think what it was to deny 
Christ, and when that thought was brought back to him by 
his Lord’s look, for then he wept bitterly: what he wished 
to do, when he actually determined what to answer the 
damsel: for then, ‘The present danger must be avoided, 
prevailed, and with it the assumption, ‘ By denying Jesus 
you shall avoid this:’ therefore he concluded, ‘Jesus must 
be denied,’ and denied Him.” I am not aware what Dr. 
Tully means when he so seriously finds fault with me, that 
“because I speak so contemptuously of indwelling sin, that I 
only mean by it a ‘certain kind of desire.” I am speaking 
of actual sin, distinguished from actual concupiscence, ex- 
cited and brought into action by means of certain objects, 
where I must either speak of desire indefinitely, or of some 
kind of desire, or of all, or of none. I cannot, however, but 
deeply regret that Dr. Tully has shewn throughout such a 
desire to cavil at every thing, I say, be it ever so inoffensive. 

§ 24. Dr. Tully makes no answer of any consequence to 
what I had urged against Parzeus, who objects that ‘it is the 
peculiar privilege of the regenerate to consent to the law of 
God, and to take delight in it” except that he quarrels with 
me about the meaning of the word ‘delight.’ “ ‘To delight,” 
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he says, “is more worthy of the gravity of St. Paul’s dis- SECT. 
course, than merely ‘to agree,’ and these two words have —‘** 
never been before confused by any good Greek author.” ares Py 
eee , UUPN Me 
The answer to this is easy. The phrase, ‘to delight in the oufsccoa 
law,’ is in Scripture an dra Neyduevov, and as far as I am 7? “He 
aware, is no where to be met with in the heathen writers. 

But the verb, ‘to delight in,’ joined with other nouns, is of cvndoua 
frequent occurrence in Greek authors, and signifies ‘to be 
affected by pleasure together with another,’ or ‘to be glad ’ 

and so the Latin translator has well expressed it, by coining 

a new word, which would give its whole force, ‘ condelector.’ 

‘To delight’ therefore ‘in the law,’ (if we wish to keep to the 

strict meaning of the word,) must here signify the joint plea- 

_ sure or delight of the law, and man who is under it. But 

surely it is improper to attribute pleasure or delight to the 

law. What follows then? The law is said to delight and 

rejoice in those things which it determines to be good, and 
commands to be done: man, on the other hand, is said to 

delight in (or with) the law when he consents to its judgment, condelec- 
that is, when he determines those things to be good and 
proper to be done which the law recommends to him as 
such. If the Apostle had said, ‘I rejoice’ in the law, it éphdoua 
would have rather favoured the Doctor’s interpretation. 

There is no reason, therefore, to induce us to believe that 

‘to delight in the law,’ in ver. 22, means any thing more 

than ‘to consent to the law, in ver. 16. And so Calvin 

turns the Apostle’s words, ver. 22, ‘consenting to the law 

after the inner man. But there is no necessity for us to 

carry on this dispute about the meaning of the word ‘to de- 

light.? It has been proved both by reason and the plain 
testimony of Scripture, that some sort of delight in the law 

of God is to be found even in the unregenerate. But to 

those who say that these passages of Scripture do not meana 

true and real delight in the law of God, but only a fluctuating © 

and unstable, I have made the following reply: ‘ How is it ILDiss.ix. 
that these persons do not see that the same remark equally, ieee: a0; 
nay, in a much greater degree, applies to the passage before _ 

us? For St. Paul certainly does not attribute to the person 

here represented a firm and settled delight in the law of 

God, but one of such sort, as, when the allurements of the 
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flesh present themselves, is so overcome and absorbed by 
them, that the wretched man is at last quite led captive to 
the law of sim in his members. But who can object to 
the unregenerate having such a delight as this, or who attri- 
bute it to the regenerate ?”” On this point Dr. Tully is per- 
fectly silent. 

§ 25. Dr. Tully now proceeds to what I have said against 
Parzeus concerning ‘the inner man. “As to what he says 
about the inner and new man being so opposed, he proves 
himself to be ignorant that many great divines differ with 
him on that point.” Now it seems very extraordinary that 
he should not have known that many more and greater 
divines agreed with me therein. For it is certain that nearly 
all the ancient and very many modern divines are of opinion 
that the mind, or rational soul of man, is meant by the 
expression ‘inner man.’ 

This has been shewn to be so by I. Arminius, in his Dis- 
sertation on the seventh chapter of the Romans. Even 
Estius, who in other points supports Dr. Tully’s interpreta- 
tion, agrees with us on this. Huis remarks on the passage are 
as follow: “I interpret ‘the inner man,’ to mean ‘the mind,’ 
and not the new or renewed man. For the Apostle does not 
mean the same by the inner and new man, as neither does 
he by the outward and old man. For even in sinners there 
is the inner, but not as yet the renewed man. In the 
righteous however, the term inner man is coincident with 
the new man.” By which he means, that in this passage 
the inner man coincides with the new, according to his hypo- 
thesis that St. Paul is here speaking of a regenerate person, 
whose inner man is renewed by the Holy Spirit : he acknow- 
ledges, nevertheless, that ‘inner man’ by itself, means nothing 
more than ‘the mind,’ and therefore, that it may be applied 


. as well to sinners as to the righteous. Thus we see that 


Estius by no means agreed with Dr. Tully and Pareus, in 
supposing that because the term ‘inner man’ is applied to the 
person described in this chapter, it could therefore be fairly 
inferred that the Apostle is here speaking of a regenerate 
person. Besides, I have proved most incontrovertibly that 
the term ‘inner man’ in this passage, means the same as 
‘mind’ or rational soul. It is easy to conjecture why 
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Dr. Tully does not make any reply to all this: but though src 7, 
the reverend gentleman had no answer to produce, he is not —1*:__ 
however slow to bring forward a kind of objection to our 
arguments: for he thus proceeds. “ Whatever be the meaning 

of the term ‘inner man,’ the Apostle certainly opposes it to 

‘the flesh, and ‘the law in his members, and it scarcely ver. 18, 22, 
will be doubted by any one who has seriously studied 7* 

the Scriptures, ‘the flesh’ often signifies in them the whole 
nature of man, in its depraved condition since the fall.” I 
answer: We readily acknowledge that the term ‘flesh’ fre- 
quently means in Scripture the whole nature of man as 
derived from Adam: but in this wider sense ‘the flesh’ is 

not opposed to the inner man, but to the Spirit; as in 

the passage quoted by Dr. Tully, “That which is born of Joh. 3. 6. 
the flesh is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is 
Spirit.” Whereas ‘the inner man’ is here opposed by the 
Apostle to his bodily ‘members,’ and affections which spring 

from them. For to those words, ‘I delight’ or ‘consent to 

the law of God after the mner man,’ the Apostle pre- ver. 22. 
sently adds, ‘but I see another law in my members.’ To 

this Dr. Tully replies: “It is to no purpose that the Harmonist 
understands by members, merely those of the body; for so 

all kinds of desires which are contrary to the law are figura- 

tively called, of which original sin is as it were the body, 

when it makes use of them as of the service of a body and its 
members.” But this is plainly to no purpose: for although 

I do not deny that the Apostle elsewhere calls the whole 

habit of sin ‘the body,’ and its various parts ‘the members,’ 

yet I do altogether deny that he uses this figure in this pas- 

sage. For in the first place, the members of which the ~ 
Apostle speaks, he calls ‘his own,’ and not the members of 

sin: for he says, ‘in my members :’ and in the next place, 

there is an evident distinction between a twofold law and the 

abode of each. The law of sin is opposed to the law of God: 

the law of God is seated in the inner man, or in the mind of 

man, whence also it is called ‘the law of the mind’ the law 

of sin is seated in the members: therefore the members do 

not constitute the whole of fallen man, but only that part of 

him which is distinguished from his mind, that is, his body 

and bodily affections. And lastly, if any one is desirous 
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really to understand the Apostle’s meaning, and to know 
what ‘the law of sin in his members’ is, let him read the fifth 
verse of this chapter, and the twelfth, thirteenth, and four- 
teenth verses of the sixth. The case is so evident, that we 
have even Estius again to support us. For thus he comments 
on the twenty-third verse of this chapter. “TI find another 
law in my members, that is, in my body, and the whole out- 
ward man, which during this life is not renewed but is 
corrupted; and he says ‘in his members,’ because in certain 
members the rebellion is chiefly perceived which this law 
of sin which he is speaking of excites.” Dr. Tully’s next 
objection to the Harmonist is, because he explains the 
struggle in this chapter to be between the sensitive appetite 
and the reason or intellect imbued with the knowledge of the 
law. This may be easily refuted by what has been already 
said: and therefore we need not detain the reader by the 
consideration of it. *¢ | 

§ 26. Dr. Tully’s remarks on my answer to Pareus’ fifth 
argument drawn from the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth 
verses, are certainly astonishing. In the first place he attri- 
butes to me some absurd kind of argument, such as, ‘ He 
who does or says things which might be consistent with a 
regenerate person, is to be accounted unregenerate: the 
person in Rom. 7. is of that description: therefore’ &c. 
Again: “The person described by St. Paul mourns over his 
sins, &c.: some unregenerate person mourns over his sins: 
therefore that person is some unregenerate person.” But 
where has he found the author of the Harmony arguing so 
very absurdly? I beg the reader to refer to the paragraph 
in that work, and he will wonder how a man of so much 
seriousness could find any opening for treating a solemn 
subject so lightly. But this is nothing. Shortly afterwards, 
while endeavouring to convict the Harmonist of the grossest 
contradiction, he himself is convicted of downright falsehood: 
“We must not pass over,” he says, “what the Harmonist 
forces upon us, that the ‘ giving of thanks’ in ver. 25, may 
well be applied to an unregenerate person. ‘I thank God 
through Jesus Christ.’ But he presently corrects this 
opinion by his wonderful parenthesis, (not his own however,) 
which is to be transferred to the regenerate Paul.” Now 
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where, I ask, has the Harmonist ever said that the ‘thanks- sEcT. 
giving’ in ver. 25, may be applied to an unregenerate per- 1%: 
son? I give the reader my words: “The Apostle adds, in p. 111. 
the twenty-fourth verse, an exclamation or expression of 
misery suited to the man whom he had been describing in 
the preceding verses: shewing his miserable, and, if you 
regard the law, actually deplorable condition. And then in 
ver. 25, he sets forth the grace of God through Christ, by 
which alone he himself had been delivered from this most 
wretched state, and a way of deliverance had been made and 
thrown open to others: which ‘thanksgiving’ is to be read 
in a parenthesis.” 

I say here indeed, that this expression of woe, ver. 24, 
applies to the man whom St. Paul had been describing in 
the former verses: but that the ‘thanksgiving’ in ver. 25 
must be read in a parenthesis and referred to the person of 
St. Paul. After this wandering, Dr. Tully at last proceeds 
to the argument in favour of my opinion, taken from the 
twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth verses, and which I had 
called most incontrovertible. It assumes the following form : 
“The state of the person described in this chapter is a state p. 111. 
of misery, a state of sin and death, a state, in short, from 
which whomsoever are Christ’s are delivered: the state of 
the regenerate is not of such a kind: therefore the state of 
the regenerate is not the state of the person described in this 
chapter.” In answer to this, Dr. Tully in the first place 
turns it into ridicule, as usual: and then briefly replies, Diss. p. 
that “the whole argument is nothing else but begging the °” °* 
question.” But is it not most plainly confirmed by St. Paul’s 
words in the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth verses? Surely 
it is. For the person described in the former verses, is in 
the twenty-fourth called by St. Paul ‘a wretched miser- 
able man,’ and is said to be subject to ‘the body of death,’ 
that is, the dominion of sin, and so to death. In the 
twenty-fifth verse, the grace of God through Christ is 
extolled, by which alone man can obtain deliverance from 
this misery and body of death. What can be plainer? But 
Dr. Tully goes on: “ Will he deny then, that he himself is a 
sinner, and wretched on this very account, and that in the 
state in which he is, he daily, nay hourly, deserves death ?” 
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He concludes, “In this at least let him have regard to his 


-own modesty.” I answer: I willingly confess before God 


and men, that I was once a most grievous sinner, and there- 
fore most miserable: and I acknowledge, that even now, I 
offend in many things: but I trust that by the grace of 
God, without arrogance, I can deny that I am a sinner in 
the sense that the word is used in Scripture, or that I am 
under the body of death, of which the Apostle speaks, and 
therefore miserable. But whatever I may be, (and I wish 
that the reverend gentleman would allow me to stand or fall 
to my own master,) I altogether deny that a regenerate or 
truly religious person is ever called in Scripture ‘a wretched’ 
or ‘miserable man, not to say miserable because he is 
subject to the body of death of which the Apostle speaks. 
Let Dr. Tully produce a passage of this kind from Holy 
Scripture, if he can. But on the contrary, the whole of 
Scripture, be it prophetical, evangelical, or apostolical, every 
where declares such a man to be blessed and happy. More- 
over, however Dr. Tully may despise my argument, I know 
of a most learned man who for some time kept most tenaci- 
ously to the erroneous interpretation of this passage, but 
afterwards, convinced by a more serious consideration of this 
one argument, yielded to the truth. This was Nicolas 
Zitinius, who having taken upon himself, at the desire of his 
friends, the task of explaining this seventh chapter accord- 
ing to their supposition who think that from the fourteenth 
verse of it St. Paul speaks of himself as regenerate, and 
having earnestly applied himself to the undertaking, when at 
length he came to the words, “O wretched man that I am ! 
who shall deliver me from the body of this death? I thank 
God through Jesus Christ our Lord,” stopped like one 
astounded: and presently coming to himself broke out in 
the following words: “ But where is this deliverance ? where 
this blessing for which the Apostle so thanks God? was it 
that it was necessary for him to be kept in such slavery to 
sin? That cannot be proved to me in any way: and there- 
fore I equally thank the Father of lights for vouchsafing the 
light of His truth to shine upon me, in being delivered from 
so great an error.’ Would that Dr. Tully would imitate his 
example. 
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§ 27. Dr. Tully again inveighs against what I had said sEcT. 
1d.@ 


person. He had before spoken of this parenthesis of mine 
as being extraordinary. But why is it extraordinary for 
the Apostle, after describing the wretched condition of man 
under the law, to shew by a few words enclosed in a short 
parenthesis, that this description did not apply to himself, 
and moreover, to cut off any opening for despair in this 
wretched man by shewing that his condition was not alto- 
gether deplorable, but that a sure remedy was at hand, if 
only he would embrace the grace of Christ: and that he 
then should return to his original purpose in the twenty- 
sixth verse, and sum up very briefly the whole of his preced- 
ing discourse? Should this appear so absurd, as to be obliged, 
besides attributing to the Apostle an irrelevant and really 
absurd argument, (such as we have proved Dr. Tully to do,) 
to distort the phrases used by the Apostle, from the four- 
teenth to the twenty-fifth verse, into a meaning totally at 
variance with their accustomed sense throughout the whole 
of Scripture? But there is not wanting a similar example 
of a parenthesis being used by St. Paul in a like change of 
person, and that too in this same Epistle: the passage is 
in the third chapter, where in the fifth verse St. Paul ver.5,6, 7. 
speaking in the character of the Jews, (according to the 
agreement of the most learned interpreters,) says, “But if 
our unrighteousness commend the righteousness of God, 
what shall we say? Is God unrighteous, Who taketh venge- 
ance ¢” And then in a parenthesis, he says in his own person, 
“T speak as aman,” &c. He then returns to the objection 
brought forward, and again assumes the person of the un- 
believing Jews, ver. 7. “For if the truth of God hath more 
abounded through my lie unto His glory,” &c. The reader 
may refer to Grotius on this passage. 

§ 28. In the last place, Dr. Tully is displeased, because in 
my answer to the last objection of Parzeus I said by the way 
that it was not necessary to render the words adros éyw, in 
ver. 26, ‘I myself:’ since they might be better expressed by 
‘T that man.’ This also appears to him extraordinary: but ille ego 
why ? is it wonderful or new for the Apostle to say, as if in 

BULL. pd 


402 On the expression adtos éya. 


SECT. his own person, by using the pronoun J, that which does 
IX not refer to himself but to others? I have clearly shewn 
(whatever Dr. Tully may say to the contrary) that the Apo- 
stle uses this change of person in other places: and even in 
this very chapter, ver. 9, unless we wish to do violence to the 
Apostle’s words. Does he think it wonderful that I should 
render avros by ‘that one?’ even beginners in the Greek 
language, know that this use of the word is quite common. 
Whence before Hugo Grotius, James Capel, who certainly 
was not ignorant of Greek, and who in other respects agreed 
with Dr. Tully’s interpretation, thus paraphrased the Apo- 
stle’s words, ‘So then I myself” &c. “I thank God because 
I that man, who was by nature the servant of sin,” &c. 
There are some who render the words by ‘I the same man,’ 
as if the Apostle said, ‘I, one and the same person, with the 
mind serve the law of God; but with the flesh, the law of 
sin :’? which version agrees very well with our view of the 
question. So Erasmus, Bucer, Hammond, and long before 
them, the Arabian interpreter. But the fortunes of Greece 
do not depend on this. Nor is it necessary, as the Doctor 
himself acknowledges, to pursue this pomt of grammar 
farther, if only we have proved by some arguments taken 
from the subject itself, that the Apostle, from the fourteenth 
verse of this chapter, is describing a man under the law and 
destitute of the grace of the Gospel. “Of this,” (to close 
my Apology with Dr. Tully’s own words,) “let honest and 
thoughtful readers judge.” 


pel Neate? 


A. 


* Abraham, promise to, not through the 
law, 188. 

Adam, descendants of, without a reve- 
lation, bound by natural law alone, 
160.all descendants of, as such, subject 
“ death without hope of resurrection, 

59, 

African Canons, 169. 

a&kuyv, meaning of the word, 362. 

Alemaynus, 175. 

Algasias, questions of, 9. 

Altisiodorensis, 175. 

Alms, an external act of repentance, 
59. 

Ambrose, St., 183, 271. Pseudo, quota- 
tion from, 182. on Rom. 7. 14, 365. 

Amolo, Archbishop of Lyons, letter of, 
to Gothescalcus, 328. 

Amyraldus, 368, 390. 

Anabaptists, condemned by Augsburg 
Confession, 320. 

“Avouos, 387. 

"Avduws, 387. 

Antinomianism, worst kind of, supported 
by Dr. Tully, 2465. 

Antinomians, execrable tenets of, can 
be traced from the Lutherans, 68, 
82. argument against, 89. followers 
of Simon, 143. opponents of St. James, 
ib. 

Antiquity, preferred to Calvin, 230. to 
be reverenced next after Holy Scrip- 
ture, 231. 

Apostacy, total, intended Heb. 6. and 
10. 180. of true believers, 313. case 
of Saul and Judas, 314. danger of, 
taught by St. Peter, 315. 

Aretius, on Rom. 7. 14, 385. 

Arles, Council of, 80, 327. 

Arminius, J., on Rom. 7. 396. 

Article eleventh, to be explained by the 
Homily, 217, 218. explained away, 
by Dr. Tully, 230. sixteenth, 309. 

Articles of Lambeth, 230. decree pre- 
fixed to, 343. 


Assent, none without trust, 115. 

Athanasius, St., 197. 

Attrition, 22. 

Augsburg, Confession of, 292—297. 
drawn up by Melancthon, first of all 
Confessions, ib. 

Augustine, St., opinion of, on love, 20. 
carried away in his zeal against Pe- 
lagius, 167. in refuting a new heresy 
took unrecognised grounds, 7b. held 
that some after conversion had lived 
without sin, 169. quoted, 211, 212, 
273, 274. confesses faith, &c., may 
be lost, 324. opinion of, on Rom. 7. 
before Pelagian controversy, aud after, 
365. moderns opposed to, 3866. 
writings of, not much known to 
Greek Fathers, 867. not followed by 
all the Latins, ib. 

Author of Law and the Gospel the 
same, 97. 

A’rds éym, how rendered in Latin, 402. 
how paraphrased by Grotius, Capel, 
&c., ib. 


B. 


Baptism, Sacrament of, 179. 

Baron, Robert, on trust, 121. 

Basil the Great, 8, 269. 

Bede, the first, in his time, of doctors 
of the Church, 169. uncertain on 
Rom. 7. 367. 

Bellarmine’s view of imputed and. in- 
herent righteousness the true one, 
$2, 306. on condignity, 359. mode- 
ration of, 360. 

Bernard, St., caution of, on sin, 176. 

Bernhard, 77. 

Beza, on Rom. 7. 14, 385. 

Bilson, against the Puritans, 233. 

Bohemian Confession, or Waldensian, 
322, 323. 

Bucer approved of the phrase ‘faith 
perfected by love,’ 15. rebuked those 
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Protestants who objected to it, 15. 
368, 402. on St. Peter’s denial, 393. 


or 


Calestinus, Bp. of Rome, opinion on 
new statements of St. Austin, 343. 
note 0. 

Cajetan, 360. 

Calvin, 36, 45. on Luke 18. 138, 14, 47. 
disciples of, corrupt the doctrine of 
Christ’s satisfaction, 56. wrong in 
doctrine and discipline, 341. on 
Rom, 7. 14, 384. interprets ver. 14. 
of an unregenerate person, ib. 

Canon, concerning preachers, 231, 232, 
329. 

Capel, James, 192, 402. 

Carthusianus, 308. 

Casaubon, 283. 

Cassander, 295. 

Castellio, 368. 

Catholic teaching, on the state of the 
first man before the fall, 162. followed 
in the Harmony, 234. 

Catholics, Roman, have exposed the 
fearful doctrines of many of the re- 
formed, 69. we must join with, in 
openly condemning dangerous dog- 
mas, 70. certain who teach that man 
may commit venial sins in the way 
of contempt, to be abhorred, 176. 

Censurer, rejects ancient teaching, as 
new, 3, calumnies of the, 4, 5. trifling 
of the, 12. attributes to faith an 
operation unheard of before, 31. ab- 
surdities and contradictions refuted, 
54, 55. inconsistency of, 64, con- 
tradicts St. Paul, 68. view of the 
moral law, 70, 71. lays the founda- 
tions of Antinomianism, 74. argu- 
ment of, from contraries examined, 
111. similes of, support the author’s 
doctrine, not his own, 112. gross 
heterodoxy of, 126. frivolous dis- 
tinction of, between a right ‘to,’ and 
a right ‘in’ a thing, 130, 131. care- 
lessness of, 146. calumnies of, 216. 

Christ alone has satisfied Divine Jus- 
tice, 2. in His Sermon explained the 
law moral, 71. requires its observ- 
anee, 7b, has not died for elect alone, 
330. His satisfaction universal, 331. 

Christians, bound to a higher degree of 
virtue than Gentiles, 162. cases of, 
who have grievously sinned, 178. 
case of incestuous, 179. unfruitful, 
cut off, and delivered to Satan, 312, 
313. 

Chrysostom, St., 8, 84, 196, 272. 

Church, Catholic, held it orthodox to 
say a man is justified by keeping 
moral precepts, 96, 


INDEX. 


Church of England, Catholic in doc- 
trine and polity, 231. appeal to, 275, 

Churches, reformed, appeal to, 291. 

Clement, St., of Alexandria, on the 
words “ Thy faith hath saved thee,”’ 
63, 166, 362. of Rome, testimony of, 
57. true explanation of the satisfac- 
tion of Christ, ib. on universal pro- 
pitiation of Christ, 81. 

* Cendelectari,’ 395. 

Condition, none enjoined in the Gospel 
which is not a condition of justifica- 
tion, 38, 39. 

Confession of Augsburg, 258, 292— 
297. Wurtemberg, 297, 298. Stras- 
burg, 299—301. Saxony, 321, 322. 
Bohemia, 322, 323. 

Confidence, justifying, Censurer’s view 
of, 98. according to Censurer, formal 
cause of justifying faith, 99. produc- 
tive of obedience, 100. many profess, 
who are far from salvation, 103. 
Censurer’s same as full assurance, 
105. 

Contrition, true sorrow for sin, 22. with- 
out faith, 296. with faith, 297. 

Corinthians, why carnal, 380. 

Cornelius, 32. case of, considered, 33. a 
proselyte of the gate, 7b. alms and 
prayers of, accepted by God, 34. 

Covenant, distinction between Mosaic 
and Gospel, only according to the 
letter, 164. with Abraham, the Gos- 
pel itself, 165. none after the fall, 
beside the Gospel, 164. of works, 
195. of Mount Sinai, 205. 

‘Credere alicui,’ and ‘in aliquem, He- 
braic use of, 119. Augustine’s ex- 
planation of the phrases, 120. 

Cresci, Council of, 328. 

Crisp, Tobias, Sermons of, 74. supports 
his teaching from the Censurer, ib. 
asserts no repentance is necessary 
for forgiveness, 76, 259. 

Cyprian, St., 268, 362, 364. 

Xwpls vduov, 387. 


D. 


Damascene, John, St., 362. 

Damnation, cause of, sin in man, 835. 

Davenant, 42, 354. 

Dionysius of Alexandria, 197. 

Discrepancy of St. Paul and St. James 
apparent only, 4. 

Distrust and incredulitythe same things, 
if referred to the same object, 111. 
proved to be the same with incredu- 
lity by familiar examples, 113. 

Divines, modern, to be avoided, 8. re- 
formed, many, in opposing Roman 
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INDEX, 


Catholics, have run into absurdities, 
69. of Anglican Church generally 
well versed in Catholic writings, 70. 
foreign, have erred against their 
own confessions, ib. catalogue of 
modern, agreeing with the author on 
Rom. 7. 14, 368. 

Dominic a Soto, 360. 

Dordt, Synod of, Canons of, rejected by 
the English Church, 230. condemned, 
under name of the Lambeth Articles, 
ib. 

Dorotheus, 363. 


E. 


Ebbo of Grenoble, 328. 

Edward VI., Catechism of, 319. Dr. 
Hickman’s perversion of, ib. 320. 

Elect, the, unknown to men, 79. 

Election, feeling of, follows only upon 
faith and love, &c. absolute and 
irrespective, not taught in reformed 
Churches, 109. perception of, con- 
fined by our Church only to the 
godly, 110. free mercy of God, 388. 

’Evepyeto@a:, explanation of the word, 
17, 18. how it ought to be translated, 
ab. must be used passively, ib. so 
used by ancient writers, 19. 

Ennodius, 364. 

Erasmus, 36, 368, 402. 

Estius, 36, 152. on the phrase ‘inner 
man,’ 396. 

Eucharist, offered for forgiveness of 
sins, 179. 

-E@jdouat, 395. 


FE. 


Faber Stapulensis, 368. 

Faith and love may be distinct in the 
subject, 16. évépyeia of, 31. by itself 
not a “‘swarm of virtues,’”’ but con- 
sidered so by St. Paul, 52. instru- 
mentality of, notions of, sophistical, 
60. assertions of sole instrumentality 
of, contradict Holy Scripture, id. 
no where said in Holy Scripture to 
be the one instrument, 61. special 
influence of, in obtaining righteous- 
ness, mere question of words, 64, 65. 
works, &c., true view of efficacy of, 
66. without love useless, 68. three 
acts of, justification not joined to 
either by itself, 97, 98. justifying, 
pretended difficulty of explaining, 
unreal, 102. no true explanation of, 
which excludes love, 104. and assent 
the same, 112. aman may haveall, yet 
no love, 114. Christian, true distinc- 
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tion of, various acts of, 116, 117. and 
differs from trust only as general and 
particular, 121. faith, assent to the 
whole Gospel, trust to its promises, 
ib. cannot be separated in the matter 
of the judgment from good works, 
127. used by synecdoche for univer- 
sal spiritual righteousness, 143. in- 
separable from Baptism, 270. alone 
directly leads to Christ, therefore 
said to justify, 282, 283. 

‘ Faith in blood,’ phrase, uncommon in 
Holy Scripture, 150. 

‘ Faithful, twofold sense of, 263. 

Familists, arose from Lutheran teach- 
ing, 68. 

Farindon, 368. 

Fathers, reverence for the, proof of at- 
tachment to the Church, 3. before 
Pelagius taught the possibility of 
perfect obedience through grace, 166. 
teach that few have attained perfec- 
tion of virtue, 167. in what sense 
they denied the fulfilment of the 
law by the grace of Christ, 169. 
writings of the, to be studied con- 
tinually, 210. great danger of neg- 
lecting, ib. teaching of, followed by 
English divines, 232. appeal to the, 
264. how they understood ‘ by faith 
only,’ 265. opinion of, on Rom. 7. 
14, 3861. twenty-two against Dr. 
Tully’s four, 364, 365. 

Faustus, the Manichean, 207, 327. 

Fear of God, servile without love, 22. 
filial, ib. 297. 

Fell, Bp., advice of, 3. 

Field, Dean, explanation of phrase ‘ by 
faith only,’ 286, 287, 353. 

Figure of change of persons, 386. Vid. 
1 Cor. 4. 38, 4; compared with ver. 
6; Rom. 3. 7; 1 Cor. 6. 12, 15, and 
102 23, 29; 00; Gal 2. 18; 

‘ Fitness, explained, 345. 

Forgiveness, an act not extraneous to 
justification, 45—48. difference be- 
tween simple and ‘legitimate,’ or 
conditional, 52. an act of free mercy, 
ib. 


Gabriel, 175. 

Gataker, Thomas, 133, 134. agrees with 
Placzus, 134, epistle to Baxter, 149. 

Gnostics, 178. 

God, no respecter of persons, 32. does 
not forgive without justifying, 51. 
does not order impossibilities, 168. 
not the cause of sin or death, 336. 
would have all men saved, 340. not 
to be called our debtor, 359. 
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Good works, a necessary condition, 2. 
whether of the same rank as faith, 
65, 66. more than mere signs of 
faith, 127. 

Gospel covenant, benefits of, 29. the 
whole comprised under repentance 
and forgiveness, 48, 62. in what sense 
not a law of perfect obedience, 155. 
enjoins nothing, not attainable by 
grace, 166. does not enjoin impossi- 
bilities, proved by reason, 171. all 
degrees of virtue enjoined by, matters 
of precept, ib. does not denounce 
for every failing, ib. indulgence of, 
seen in grant of pardon of all sins, 
176. lay hid under the law, 198. 

Gothescalcus, revived Predestinarian 
heresy, 327—329. 

Gregory of Nazianzen, 8, 364. 

Grotius, confounds justification with 
reward, 23. his work on the Satis- 
faction of Christ a shield against 
the Socinians, 56. too much given to 
Socinian interpretations, 151. expla- 
nation of the word iAaorhpioy, ib. 
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Haimo, 367. 

Hall, Bp. of Norwich, 234. 

Hammond, 44, 45, 234, 368, 402. 

Harmonist, why considered an innova-~ 
tor, 230. great injury done to, from 
the charge of Socinianism, 242. 

Harmony, object of the, 2. teaching of 
the, Catholic, 2b. method of proceed- 
ing in, 5. read and approved of by 
Bp. Nicholson, 349. how published, 
and when, ib. author’s opinion of, 
350. 

Heaven, exclusion from, for certain de- 
finite sins, 172. 

Hebrews, Epistle to the, considered by 
most to be St. Paul’s, 187. 

Heresy, of Predestinarians, 327. 

Hickman, Dr., heterodoxy of, 321. 

Hilary, St., 269. of Arles, Epistle to 
Augustine, 345. note o. 

Hincmar, Bp. of Rheims, 327, 328. 

Holiness, imputed, notion of, refuted, 
86. retains grace of justification, 88. 

Homily, on Salvation, 217—219. au- 
thorized interpreter of eleventh Ar- 
ticle, 276—278, 282, 307. on Repent- 
ance, 302, 303. on the Resurrection, 
515. the Nativity, 316. on the Pas- 
sion, 332. 

Hooker, on Justification, 279. illus- 
trates teaching of the Homily, 280. 
Hooper, Bp., on perseverance, 317. tes- 

timony of, on universal redemption, 


INDEX. 


333—336. 

337. 
Hope, difference of, from faith, 21. 

faith must precede, 7b. none without 

love, #b. true, consequent only on 

conditions performed, 116. 
Huberians, 82. 


followed Melancthon, 


I, 


‘Ibis ad Cesarem,’ dishonesty of au- 
thor of, 318. 

Ignatius, 19. 

Inability, natural and moral, distinc- 
tion between without foundation, 
163. 

Indefectibility, doctrine of, supported 
by some English divines, given to 
theology of Geneva, 309. opposed by 
all antiquity, 324. originated in the 
Valentinians, 326, rejected by Church 
of England, because opposed to all 
Catholic consent, 329, 330. (See 
Canon.) 

Innovation, charge of, explained and re- 
futed, 250. 

Interpretation, reasonableness of, pur- 
sued in Harmony, 6. 


Ireneus, St., 9, 96, 97, 190, 265. op- — 


poser of Valentinians and Gnostics, 
326. 

Isidorus Clarius, 20. 

‘ Israel, masters of,’ lived in ignorance 
of grace, 203. 

Izates, story of, 34. 


Jackson, 368. 

James, St., argument of, clear, 6, 7. 
speaks of works of faith and grace, 
7. reasons for rejecting his Epistle, 
8. ancient opinion that he wrote 
against perverters of St. Paul, 11. 
advanced no new dogma, 14. sup- 
ported by the whole of Scripture, 7b. 
by royal law, understands the moral 
law set forth by Christ, 91. 

James, King, directions of, to students 
in divinity, 252. 

Jerome, St., teaching of, on the possibility 
of God’s commands, 168. against 
Pelagius, 209. 

Jerusalem, Council of, 196. 

Jewel, 233. 

Jews, trust of, in Mosaic covenant op- 
posed by St. Paul, 14. not confined 
to letter of the law, 214. 

Jezebel, in Rev. 2. 20, understood of 
the wife of a bishop, 178. of the 
Gnostics, ib. 
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Jovinian, 827. 

Judaizing Christians opposed by 
St. Paul, 142. maintained Mosaic 
ceremonies were necessary for sal- 
vation, ib. 

Judas, case of, 296. 

Justification, of which St. James 
speaks, 7. force of the word, 23. 
what it is, 24. may be where no 
reward is, 25. is unto life and 
salvation, 28. ‘ Justification,’ ‘ life,’ 
‘salvation,’ used promiscuously, ib. 
does not necessarily mean forgiveness 
of sins, 50. an act of justice, 52, 53. 
of the Gospel not bare and simple 
forgiveness, ib. an act of grace and 
mercy also, ib. forgiveness must be 
granted either before, or in the act 
of, or after, 55. the first obtained by 
internal works, 59. preserved by 
external, 59, 60. not attributed in 
Holy Scripture to faith alone, 61. of 
a sinner only called ‘justification’ in 
three places in Holy Scripture, 7d. 
attributed by St. Luke 18. 138, 14, to 
the humble confession of a penitent, 
62. Matt. 12. 37, to men’s words, 
Jas. 2. to works proceeding from faith, 
ib. Acts 18. 39, to the other virtues 
besides faith, ib. where expressed 
by ‘forgiveness of sins’ attributed 
to repentance, ib. by works, doctrine 
of, incontrovertible, 124. no denial of 
it without denial of Scripture, 126. 
right to the kingdom given in the 
first, revocable, 131. notion of, from 
hypocrisy, 139. the two causes of 
our, stated, 148. meritorious cause of, 
ib. causa sine qua non, of, ib. belonged 
not to law of Moses, 184, 185. pre- 
supposes the less and primary sancti- 
fication, 202. true and only way of 
obtaining, declared, 246. acts which 
precede, 253. no real, before men, 
256. formal cause of, 258. condition 
of, faith and repentance, 260. office 
of God only, 281. obedience pre- 
serves, 307. Roman Catholic doctrine 
of, 353. 

‘ Justified to be’ and ‘ to be made heirs’ 
equivalent, 28. 

‘ Justify,’ the word used differently 
under the Gospel, 50. 

Justin Martyr, saying of, 162. quoted, 
189, 190, 348, 362. 


L. 


Lambeth, articles of, 230. 

Latimer, Bishop, on apostacy, 318. on 
election, 339, 340. ; 

Law, whole comprised in two things, 
96. no perfection by, 187. end of the, 
190, 191. corresponds with way of 
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its being given, 193. scrupulosity of, 
to what end, 197. spoken of in two 
ways, 197, 198. spiritual, literal, 198. 

‘ Law the’ used by St. Paul always for 
the Mosaic, 156. 

Law of Christ, not twofold, but one, 
89. the moral law, ib. Christians to 
be judged by, 90. “the law of 
liberty,”’ or ‘royal law,” ib. rule 
of justification, 92. to be obeyed at 
the hazard of our soul, ib. an 
extension and addition to the 
Mosaic law, 196. 

‘ Law of Faith’ requires observance of 
commandments, 95. 
Law of God, approved 

wicked, 3892. 

Law of Gospel, not called a law by St. 
Paul, 156. teaches a perfection of 
virtue above nature, 161. called by 
divines ‘ supernatural,’ 70. 

Law of Moses, perfection of, not 
denied in Harmony, 154, 155. gave 
no true remission, 185. not one of 
absolute perfection, 195. wherein its 
strictness consisted, 196. weakness 
of, for producing holiness, 206. 
tendency of, earthly, 211—214 
object of, 848. weakness of, 351. 

Law of nature, does not prescribe 
perfect virtue; heavenly life not due 
to its observance, 161. 

‘ Law of perfect obedience,’ what meant 
by, 158, 159. 

Law, ritual, not given till after the 
pollution of the golden calf, 190. 
giving of the, how understood by the 
ancients, 190, 191. 

‘Law of works’ the Mosaic law, 93. 
content with external righteousness, 
94, admitted of perfection so of boast- 
ing, 95. St. Paul blameless accord- 
ing to it, 7b. the young man in Matt. 
19. 20, had kept the whole, 7d. 

Laws, to fallen man three, 156. 

Legislation, Mosaic mode of, described, 
ton 

Libertines, originated in Lutheranism 
68. 

Life eternal, in what sense not promised 
in Old Testament, 205. 

Liturgy of Church of England, teach- 
ing of, 304, 

Lord’s Supper, Sacrament of, 179. 

Love, form of justifying faith, 16. gives 
faith its being in God’s sight, 19. 
only to be found in the holy, 20. 
the form of every virtue, 2b. chiefl 
regarded by God, ib. fulfilling of 
the law, 21. determined to be so by 
Christ Himself, ib. first and most 
excellent of all virtues, 67. 

Lucidus, leader of Predestinarian 
heresy, 327. 


of by the 
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Luther and his followers taught that 
the Gospel consisted of promises 
only, 68. that Christ gave no law, ib. 

Lutheranism, tendency of reformed 
divines to, 68. 

Lydda, Synod of, note i, 169, 207. 

Lyons, Synod of, 80. 

Lyranus, 368. 


M. 


Macarius, 361. 

Maccovius, John, 78. 

Maironis Franciscus, 175. 

Man, immortality of, first depended on 
grace and promise of God, 162. 
gifted not only with natural in- 
tegrity, but with the Holy Spirit, 7d. 
whether before the fall, could have 
sinned venially, an open question, 
175, 176. supported by St. Augus- 
tine, 176. fallen, bound to act accord- 
ing to reason, 161. 

Marcionites, 97. 

Marcus Eremita, 363. 

Mayence, Synod of, 328. condemned 
Gothescalcus, ib. 

Medea, example of, 391. 

Melancthon, author of Augsburg Con- 
fession, 295. on true contrition, 296. 
on Predestination, 317, 337. 

Merit, all notions of, disclaimed, 35. 
of condignity, 353. supported by 
Bellarmine, zd. 

Methodius, 364. 

Milevis, canons of Council of, 169. 

MisOov AoyiCerOa, and dixaocdyny 
Aoyl(erGat, not the same, 23. 

Montague, his Origines, 233. 

Morton, Catholic appeal for Protest- 
ants, 306. 

Moses, sermon of, in Deuteronomy, 214. 

Musculus, 46, 368. 


N. 


Nextua, a proof in belief of the per- 
manency of souls after death, 214. 
‘ Nostras,’ ‘ Nostrates,’ use of the words, 
69. explained by L. Valla, ibd. 
Novatians, deny repentance after wilful 
sin, 177. passages adduced by, in 
support of their opinion, 180. 
Novelty, charge of, answered, 3. 


O. 


Obedience, impossible without grace, 2. 
all springs from faith in Christ, 96. 
Objection, of Censurer’s father from 


the strict meaning of the word ‘to 
justify ’ answered, 49—53. 

Gcumenius, 84. 

Opinions, not Socinian, equally per- 
nicious, disclaimed, 241. 

Orange, second Council of, 164, 

Origen, 8, 266. on possibility of ful- 
filling all the commandments, 
166. 

Overall, Bishop, 325. on deadly sin, 309. 
on satisfaction of Christ, 331. 


P: 


Pacian, St., 363. 

Pareus, 46. arguments of in favour of his 
interpretation of Rom. 7. 386. ad fin. 

Pardon, hope of, to greatest sinners, 177. 

Parents, our first, unable to attain to 
virtue fit for heaven without the aid 
of the Holy Spirit, 163. 

Paul, St., not contradicted in the 
Harmony, 4. argument of, obscure, 6. 
obscurity of, noted by the Fathers, 8. 
hardness of, remarked by St. Peter, 9. 
obscurity of, causes of, 11. means by 
faith the whole condition of the 
Gospel, 14, 15. where he teaches 
that faith without works is sufficient, 
and why, 14. teaches justification by 
faith only, no where except in con- 
troversy with Jews or enemies of the 
Gospel, 61. what he callsjustification, 
called by other sacred writers for- 
giveness, ib. had a peculiar reason 
for calling man’s absolution, justifi- 
cation, 62. also for his use of the 
word ‘ faith,’ 2b. reasons of, for his mode 
of argument, 63. specially opposing 
Jews who clung to the Mosaic law, 
ib. obliged to use the word ‘ justi- 
fication,’ ib. Gal. 2. 16—21, not 
treating of the moral, but of ritual 
and Mosaic law, 93, 94. his 
opponents various, 140. his argu- 
ments accordingly different, 141. 
denies justification to Mosaic law 
only as it was viewed carnally, 7d. 
his argument from natural weakness 
of man, 142. is treating of the 
whole economy of human salvation, 
ib. calls the means of procuring 
that ‘faith,’ #b. when opposing 
Judaizing Christians uses ‘ faith’ as 
opposed to Mosaic rites, 143, his 
meaning of the word‘ faith,’ 144, his 
enumeration of mortal sins, 172. in 
what sense ritual works rejected by, 
347. meaning in Rom. 7. from 14, 
360, ad fin. same person intended 
throughout, 373. parenthesis in ver. 
25, 875. analysis of the chapter, 376. 
objection from change of tense, 377. 
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reason of the change, evident, 378. 
his use of the phrases ‘ to be carnal,’ ‘ to 
walk after the flesh,’ 379. of the 
terms, ‘carnal,’ ‘spiritual,’ 3881. of the 
figure of change of persons, 387. 
his meaning of ‘without the law,’ 
388. his use of the phrases ‘inner 
man, the mind,” ” ~* thes flesh,’ 
‘outward,’ ‘old’ and ‘new man,’ 
396, 397. of ‘delighting in the law,’ 
395. thanksgiving, ver. 25, 399. paren- 
thesis in ver. 25, explained, 401. 

Pelagius, heresy of, 167, 207. his heresy 
on the subject of promise of eternal 
life in the covenant of Sinai, 208. 
why so opposed by the Catholics, 
209. 

Perseverance, opinion of the Church of 
England on, 309, 324. 

Peter, St., refers to the Valentinians, 10. 
always considered chief of the Apo- 
stles, 32. denial of, considered, 393. 

Phineas, zeal of, 27. 

Physicians, may be 
remedies refused, 114. 

Piscator, 77. 

Placeus’ notion of justification ex- 
amined, 133. his sermons on St. 
James’s Epistle, 134. refuted, 135. 
his notion false in statement, 136. 
his absurdities exposed, 137. notion 
false in assumption, 139. 

TloArteia, meaning of the word, 29. 

Popery, charges of, refuted, 235, 236. 

~ Predestinarians, condemned by Council 
of Arles, 80. 

Predestination, speculations. on, for- 
bidden by our Church, 342. opinion 
of Augsburg divines on, 7b. minute 
definitions of, made in Pelagian con- 
troversy, detrimental to the Church, 
343. 

Primasius, 367. 

Propitiation, of Christ, universal, 78, 
79. if denied, an end to preaching 
the Gospel, 80. 

Prosper, opinion of, on love, 20. 

Protestants, the older, understood 
phrase ‘ by faith only’ figuratively, 
291. 


trusted, their 


R. 


Rabanus Maurus, 328. 

Reconciliation, Scriptural meaning of, 
85. 

Recovery, after sin, not infallible, 310. 

Redemption, offered to all, 83. 

Reformation, English, not Calvinistic, 
341. 

Regenerate, may and do fall away, 
310, 311. throughout Holy Scripture, 
declared to be happy, 400. not called 
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wretched &c. in Holy Scripture, 
400. 

Remission, implied in justification, 42. 
not the whole of justification, 43. 
granted under certain conditions, 44, 

Repentance without love, attrition, 22. 
no sure, without love of God and hatred 
of sin, ib. a condition of justification, 
37. precedes it, ib. and faith con- 
ditions of the same benefit, 40, 41. 
the free gift of God, 57. works of, two- 
fold, external, internal, 59. for mortal 
sins must be exact and perfectly 
worked out, 176. a second plank 
after shipwreck, 177. the more 
difficult, the more grievous the sin, 
180. time for, no where promised, 
181. for mortal sins, what kind it 
should be, ib. danger of death- 
bed, 2b. true, contains seeds of all 
virtues, 254. 

Restitution, an external act of repent- 
ance, 59. 

‘ Right to eternal life,’ explained, 358. 

‘ Righteousness,’ ‘forgiveness of sins,’ 
‘justification,’ equivalent terms, 46. 
none without repentance, 60. dis- 
tinction of, imputed and inherent 
treated of at length, 72—88. imputed, 
the phrase no where occurs in Holy 
Scripture, 72. omitted in foreign 
Confessions, ib. of Christ, not im- 
puted, but that for which our faith 
is imputed, ib. Catholic doctrine of, 
73. doctrine of the English Church 
and of Gallican Confession on, 72d. 
Censurer supposes Christ’s really to 
become ours, 74. 

imputed, Censurer’s view of, 
overturns whole of gospel economy, 7 4. 
cannot stand with forgiveness of sins 
on God’s part, 75. incompatible with 
repentance on our part, 7b. takes away 
necessity of faith, 76, 77. overturns 
Catholic doctrine of universal pro- 
pitiation, 78. defenders of, deny uni- 
versal satisfaction, 7b. texts adduced 
by Censurer and others for their view 
of, answered, 80—87. 

inherent, denied by Censurer, 
87. a condition of justification, 88. 
our, subordinate to Christ’s, depend- 
ent on it, id. 

Righteous men, liable to certain sins, 
compatible with a state of grace, 
172. 

Riveta, opponent of Grotius, 325. 


S. 


Salvation, order of, described, 1 Pet. 
1. 2, 86. eternal, promised only by 
the Gospel, 142, 143. 
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Sanctification, owing to the blood of 
Christ, 36. especially attributed to 
the Spirit, 7b. not to be separated 
from justification, 202. 

Saravia, defence against Beza, 232. 

Satisfaction, object of, to make room 
for forgiveness, 56. of Christ delivers 
no one ipso facto, 57. but under the 
condition of repentance, id. 

Saul, case of, 296. once a righteous 
man, 315. 

Saxon Confession, written to be proposed 
at Council of Trent, 321. 

Schoolmen, distinctions of, on mortal 
and venial sins, 175. 

Scotus, 175. 

Scripture, obscurer passages of, to be 
explained by the clearer, 6. 

Sedulius, 362, 367. 

Simon Magus, heresies of, 9, 98. 

Sin, mortal, of, 173. hatred of, found in 
the wicked, 391. 

Sins, distinction of, to be maintained, 
321, 322. 

Smoutius, his *‘ Pater Noster,” 78. 

Socinianism, teaching of Censurer 
closely allied to, 56. disclaimed, 148. 
charge of, 237. 

Socinian interpretation of Rom, 3. 25, 
151. 

Socinus, divinity of Christ denied by, 
238. also His satisfaction, 239, 240. 

‘Sold unto sin,’ argument from the 
phrase, 382. how used by Hebrews, 
383. 

Solifidians, 98. 

Spalato, Archbishop of, 170. 

Strasburg, Confession of, history of 
drawing up of, 299. 

Suarez, 359. 

Siuonm, 395. 

Sue T@ vouw, 395. 

Svvjdopa, 395. 

Supererogation, works of, no room for, 
in the law of Christ, 171. 

Symmachians, 94. 

Synod, held in London, 1571, 329. 

‘ Syzygy’ of Valentinians, 326. 


abs 


Taylor, Bishop, 368. 

Tertullian, 5, 190, 197, 271. rule of, 
examined, 15. 

Text of Rom. 3. 25. considered, 149. 

Theodoret, 8, 361. 

Theophylact, 84, 87, 361. 

Thief, penitent, case of, does not favour 
the Censurer’s views, 114. eminent 
for good works, 114, Pa: 

Thyatira, Church of, 178. 

Tilenus, 121. 


INDEX. 


Time- serving, charge of, answered, 346. 

Toledo, Cardinal, 368. 

Trent, Council of, 236. Catechism of, 
368, 369. 

Truman, Mr., his book against the 
author, 162, 163. defends heresy of 
Pelagius, note p. 209, 349. 

Trust, absolute and conditional, 106, 
Censurer rejects both, 106, 107. 
conditional, useless without perform- 
ance of the condition, 107. of a 
Christian, no other than conditional, 
108. Christian, sometimes means 
assent to the Gospel with desire of 
its promises, 121. used so by divines, 
ib. each act of, in its wider sense, 
compatible with the case of one not 
in a state of salvation, 122. unavyail- 
ing without earnest desire, 123. such 
the same as faith perfected by love, 
ib. 

Tully, Dr., his imperfect examination of 
the Harmony, 225. unfairness of, in 
quotations, 226. his book a mere 
declamation, ib. attacks the heads of 
our Church, through the Harmonist, 
227, 228. invidiousness of the title 
of his book, 228. preface of his book, 
243. decries as Gallios, those who 
abstain from the controversy, ib. his 
theology, subtile and fine-drawn, ib. 
sobriety of, in conducting the con- 
troversy, 248, 249. view of state of 
the question, 250. explanation of 
the point at issue, 257. sophistry of, 
refuted, 262. unfair in quoting 
Articles and Homilies, 275, 276. his 
Enchiridion, 308. teaches indefecti- 
bility of faith, <b. considers all works 
opposed to grace, 344, dishonesty of, 
in his quotations exposed, 356, 357. 
his three assertions against the 
author on Rom. 7. 361. object of 
his book, 369. specimen of his 
philosophy, 389. 


V. 


Valence, Synod of, 328. 

7alentinians, derided the Catholics for 
their view of faith and works, 10. 
originated dogma of indefectibility, 
326. their ‘syzygy,’ 326. 

Valentinus, on justification, 10. gave a 
new dress to heresy of Simon, ib. 

Vasquez, 360. 

Vatablus, 213. 

Virtues, Christian, habits, 252. partly 
infused, partly acquired, ib. 253. 

Vossius, G., 127,207. gives opinion of the 
Fathers on perseverance, 324, 368. 


INDEX. A\1 


We ‘ Worthiness’ explained, 345. 
Wurtemberg, Confession of, 297, 298. 
White, Francis, 306. 
‘ Willing’ and ‘ performing,’ difference Zi 
between, 390. 
Wittemberg, Synod of, 321. Zegerus, 144, 368. 
Works, what kind excluded by St. Paul, Zitinius, Nicolas, case of, 400, 
146, 147. what and in what sense Zuwinglius, teaches faith in its complex 
excluded from justifying, 200, 201. sense, 152—154. 
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